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LONDON, FEBRUARY 28, 1885. 











CURRENT TOPICS. 





Mr. J. H. Darr, the eminent conveyancer, and Mr. Ceci H. 
Russet, of the chancery bar, have been elected benchers of 
Lincoln’s-inn. This is the first instance in recent times of any 
members of the junior bar being invited to the bench of this Inn. 





Wer ARE InForMED that, in consequence of inaccuracies and 
omissions which have been discovered in the list of barristers con- 
tained in the Calendar for 1885, recently published by the 
Incorporated Law Society, the council have decided to issue a 
corrected list, and supply it to all subscribers, free of expense, as 
soon as possible. 





THE votumE to which the above intimation refers is a great dis- 
appointment. It contains much new and undoubtedly valuable 
matter, but the effect as a whole is marred by a very re- 
grettable want of intelligent editing and collation. The 
announced intention of the council with regard to the list of 
barristers disarms criticism of that part of the book, but, although 
the inaccuracies in that list dwarf any other shortcomings, there 
are other portions of the work by no means free from error. 
Much patient labour must be bestowed upon the book before it can be 
regarded seriously as a competitor of the existing law directories, 
and we are disposed to question very much the wisdom of including 
under one cover the permanent matter identified with the society’s 
own history and internal affairs, and a law directory which needs 
annual revision and republication as a matter of course. 





We print elsewhere a letter from Messrs. Fresurretps & 
Witt1ams, containing a most timely and useful reminder that the 
stop effected by affidavit and duplicate notice served on a company 
under R. 8. C., April, 1880, rule 26, remains in force for 
five years only from the day of service; that there now exists 
no provision for renewal of notice; and therefore that, in order to 
keep up after five years a stop placed on stock between the 6th of 
April, 1880, and the 24th of October, 1883, a fresh affidavit and 
duplicate notice must be issued and served. 





¥ 


Rererrine to the remarks we made some time since (ante, p. 141) 
on the subject of paying money into court, and to the form of 
the receipt, which is founded on the request to pay in, it 
is satisfactory to note that the defect to which we drew attention 
has since been remedied. The form of request has now been 
amended so as to show the name of the party on whose behalf the 
money is paid in. 





So rar as is hitherto known, the result of the recent assizes has 
been to show the limited operation of ord. 36, r. 22b. (R. 8. C., 
October, 1884), as to the trial of chancery actions at assizes. Ex- 
cluding Liverpool and Manchester, we have not yet heard of more 
than one order being drawn up in a chancery case entered in the 
district registry for trial at assizes under this rule. 





country cases for trial before him placed alternately in the paper 
of each day. The fact is that, contrary to expectation, the 
country cases are found to be so predominant in number, that if 
the course intended had been adopted, in a very short time the 
London cases, right down to the bottom of the list, would have 
been heard, and none but country cases left. 





THERE AkE not many men in the House of Commons with a 
higher reputation for soundness of judgment in, and experi- 
ence of, legal affairs, or less likely to make hasty and unjust 
reflections on judicial decisions, than Mr. Grecory, M.P. And 
this is what he told the House on Wednesday last, with reference 
to the subject we discussed last week :— 

** He had a t respect for the ju , but there were few men more 
ignorant of tio extnany cumonoticns & tine ; and the ordinary affairs of 
life could not be carried on ing to the rules which they laid down— 
such, for instance, as many of the rules relating to trustees.” 

The unfortunate part of the matter is that, although we have a 
final tribunal pre-eminently distinguished by the practical and 
common-sense nature of its decisions, it is very seldom, indeed, that 
it has an opportunity of reviewing the decisions of judges of first 
instance as to the liability of trustees. 





On THE RECOMMENDATION of the Officers’ and Clerks’ Committee, 
the Court of Common Council, on Thursday last, resolved that the 
salary of the City Solicitor shall be £1,500 a year, instead of £2,000 
a year—the stipend which the late Sir Tuomas Nexson received. 
We believe, however, that there is a considerable and growing 
feeling among many leading members of the corporation against 
the reduction of salary, and it is not very rash to hazard the con- 
jecture that if a thoroughly efficient man is appointed, he will be 
speedily advanced to the former stipend. This, however, is a mere 
surmise. Looking at the matter from an outside point of view, 
we are disposed to think that the reduction is a mistake. The 
present is not an opportune time for any step tending towards 
a less efficient representation of the corporation in the important 
negotiations and business which fall to the lot of the City Solicitor, 
and a reduction of the salary necessarily tends in this direction. 
The qualifications for the post are not merely legal knowledge and 
intellectual power, but also tact, judgment, experience, and know- 
ledge of human nature—a peed, a of qualities which are 
tolerably certain to have led their possessor to a successful pro- 
fessio career, which he will not relinquish except for an 
adequate inducement in the shape of salary. 





Wnrittxe some wEeks ago on the growth of the “ in person ” 
nuisance, we remarked that “ it seems almost needless to point out 
that a party in person ought, at least, to have no more latitude than 
a party appearing by counsel, either in the numerous steps of pro- 


cedure in which he is likely to slip, or in the exam- 
ination, and cross-examination of witnesses.” The learned 


Master of the Rolls has taken occasion, this week, to enforce this 


doctrine with his usual terse vigour. In a case of ee v. 
Copestake he said that “cases were now frequently by 
litigants in person, who did not understand what they were about, 
and made all kinds of mistakes, blundering from step to step. 
They then wanted relief, and so to keep up long and expensive 
litigation against other parties who, by reason of the 

system of costs, were sure to be the losers in the end. In 

cases it was impossible to do justice to one side if justice was 
be done to the other. The time had come when the coul 
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_ Mr. Justice Prarson has been compelled to abandon his inten- 
tion (on which we commented last week) of having the town and 


not show greater indulgence, either at the actual hearing or in the 
mode of procedure, to litigants appearing in person than to those 
I 
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who appear by counsel.” We may, perhaps, venture to add that 
nothing is needed but a little firmness on the part of the judges to 
put an end to the recent inordinate development of the ‘party in 
person.” 





ErrHeR BY REDISTRIBUTION of the duties of officials, or by 
re-arrangement of the business, some remedy may be afforded for 
the present block in the Chancery Chambers; though, even as to 
this, it is a fact, never denied but too often forgotten, that you 
cannot get more than a limited amount of work out of a limited 
body of officials, however active they may be and however well 
organized their work may be. But what is to be done for the 
relief of the suitor who wants to reach chambers, but cannot get 
through the portals of the court? The throng of cases waiting for 
hearing continues almost undiminished. The Chancery Division 
began last Michaelmas Sittings with 842 cases, and at the com- 
mencement of the present sittings there were 779 cases in the lists. 
How long it takes for a case to reach a hearing may be judged from 
the fact that the first case in the list recently transferred to Mr. 
Justice Norru had been ready and waiting for trial since the 29th of 
January, 1884. The only effectual remedy for this state of things 
is an increase in what we may call the “‘ hearing power” of the 
Chancery Division, but there are strong objections in high places 
to creating new judgeships. What objection, however, can there 
be to taking advantage of the services of a judicial officer, formerly 
an eminent member of the Chancery Bar, whose present duties, we 
imagine, are of a very light description ? In the legal member of 
the Railway Commission we have a lawyer pre-eminently fitted, 
both in respect of ability, learning, and training, for the work of 
the Chancery Bench. Why cannot the Railway Commission be 
brought to Lincoln’s-inn, and the vacant time of the legal com- 
missioner be employed in trying either cases from the general lists 
of the Chancery Division or a special class of business such as 
winding-up cases? All that would be necessary for the combina- 
tion of the two duties would be that the few cases coming before 
the Railway Commissioners should be put first in the day’s paper, 
so as to enable them to be heard before all three commissioners. 





Surrs oF THE NATURE of that which has been occupying the Divorce 
Division, and filling the newspapers, are very uncommon; and, 
indeed, there appears, since the establishment of the Divorce Court, to 
have been only one reported case which has raised the question of 
declaring a marriage void on the ground of the insanity of one of 
the contracting parties. The case of Hancock (falsely called Peaty) 
v. Peaty (15 W. R. 719, L. R. 1 P. & D. 335) involved the curious 
feature that the suit was brought on behalf of a wife, whose brother 
sued as her guardian, for a declaration of the nullity of her marriage 
by reason of her insanity at the date of its celebration. During the 
progress of the suit it was alleged that the petitioner had recovered 
her mental faculties, and Lord Prnzance declined to pronounce a 
decree at the instance of the guardian nntil satisfied that she was 
still incapacitated. He, however, expressed himself as satisfied 
that insanity at the date of the marriage had been proved. With 
regard to the rule of law governing such cases, he referred to Turner 
v. Myers (1 Cons. Rep. 414), where Lord Srowrtt observed that 
‘‘ marriage is a civil contract, and, like all civil contracts, will be 
invalidated by the want of consent of capable persons”; and he 
added that, in his own opinion, ‘‘ if any contract more than another 
is capable of being invalidated on the ground of the insanity of 
either of the contracting parties, it should be the contract of 
marriage—an act by which the parties bind their property and their 
persons for the rest of their lives.” He declined to lay down any 
general rule as to the degree of sanity which would suffice to 
render a marriage valid, the question being one ‘‘of health or 
disease of mind,” so that, if the party’s mind is proved to have 
been diseased, “the court has no means of guaging the extent of 
the derangement consequent upon that disease, or affirming the 
limits within which the disease might operate to obscure or divert 
the mental power.” It is to be noticed that Lord Penzance inci- 
dentally referred to the considerations which would have arisen if the 
question of the wife’s insanity had been raised in a suit by the 
husband :—‘“ It may well be that cases might occur in which the 
husband should be shown to have entered into the marriage con- 
tract with a full knowledge that the woman he was taking 





as his | of the Municipal Elections Act. 


wife was insane ; and in such a case it might be doubted whether 
he would not be estopped from coming into this or any other court 
to disaffirm his own act, and allege her to be insane whom, with a 
knowledge of all the facts, he had treated as sane, and capable of 
contracting marriage.” 





THE ANNOUNCEMENTS made by Mr. Justice Currry on the occasion 
of the hearing of the case of Doble v. Manley (ante, p: 257), 
and by Mr. Justice Kay in Davies v. Manley (ante, p. 274), 
appear in a great measure to set at rest a question which 
has been for some time engaging the attention of those con- 
cerned for plaintiffs in foreclosure actions. In Platt v. Mendel 
(32 W. R. 918, L. R. 27 Ch. D. 246) Mr. Justice Currry, in effect, 
decided that where in a foreclosure action none of the defendants 
either delivers a defence or appears at the bar, there should be 
only one time for all of them to redeem, but until Doble v. Manley 
there has not been a general judicial acquiescence in this practice 
publicly announced. In the case last referred to Mr. Justice 
Currry stated, with the concurrence of Mr. Justice Kay and Mr. 
Justice Pearson, that in future in foreclosure actions, whether the 
plaintiff states that subsequent mortgagees ‘‘are entitled,” or 
that they ‘claim to be entitled,” if such mortgagees do not 
appear, one time for all the defendants to redeem will be given, 
and successive redemptions will not be granted; but that when 
any defendant claiming a charge appears at the bar and asks to 
have successive periods fixed, the court will consider whether he is 
entitled to that relief. There are two points in this rule which 
should be definitively cleared up. First, is it to be presumed that 
when some defendants enter an appearance and others do not, there 
will be the usual successive redemptions and foreclosures as to all 
the defendants? Secondly, if a defendant, a puisne incumbrancer, 
enters an appearance, and delivers a defence confirming the 
plaintiff's statement that he has an incumbrance, but does not 
appear by counsel at the hearing, will there be one time given to 
him and the mortgagor to redeem, or will there be given successive 
opportunities to redeem ? 





A HIGHLY STATISTICAL correspondent has been moved by the dis- 
cussion in the House of Lords on the question of appointing a public 
executioner to favour us with a variety of grim figures relating to 
the probable amount of that functionary’s professional duties. He 
says that ‘‘the average number of executions during the last 
twenty years has been less than 13 a year. During that time 
there have been 494 persons condemned to death, of whom 249 were 
executed, and 18 sent to Broadmoor as insane. So that, roughly 
speaking, one-half only of those condemned are, in the result, 
executed. The largest number hanged in one year was 22, which 
happened twice—that is, in the years 1876 and 1877, and the 
smallest number was 4, in 1871.” It would seem that the 
prospects of the proposed public hangman are not very brilliant. 





At the Greenwich Police Court on Monday, Henry Charles Doman, soli- 
citor’s clerk, appeared to an adjourned summons, at the instance of Isaac 
Fowler, florist, of Lee, for falsely representing himself to be a solicitor. 
The facts as stated at the previous hearing were given ante, p. 271. After 
hearing the evidence Mr. Balguy dismissed the summons. 


The Attorney-General, writing to a correspondent at Manchester, says 
that the provisions in the Municipal Elections Corrupt Practices Act, 
which prohibit the holding of meetings in public-houses and clubs, apply 
to local board electicns in urban sani districts, but not elsewhere. 
Treating and the payment of canvassers (whether electors or not) are 
illegal at local board, no less than at municipal, elections. The section 
requiring Bills to bear on their face the printer’s name applies to local 
board elections. No election agent need appoiyted at any election to 
which the Act applies, and, in the case of local board elections, no return 
of expenses is required from candidates. The restrictions imposed by the 
Act on the number of committee rooms and clerks apply to local board 
elections, and the penalties for infringing any of the provisions applying 
to such elections are the same as in municipal elections. It should be 
further borne in mind, Sir Henry James says, that the fabrication of 
voting papers, and the other offences in connection with local board 
elections described in rule 69, schedule 2, of the Public Health Act, 1875, 
will henceforth be deemed to be “illegal practices” within the meaning 
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SUMS LENT FOR A SPECIFIC PURPOSE. 


Ayy of our readers who desires anything in the shape of a con- 
frmation of our recent remarks to the effect that the court’s fine- 

un sentiments of equity are in some danger of producing more mis- 
chief than they avert, may turn to the report of the case of Gibert v. 
Gonard (33 W. R. 302). In that case the defendant was the 
trustee of a bankrupt, and it appears that the bankrupt, some time 
pefore his bankruptcy, had desired to purchase a certain estate for 
the sum of £14,000 ; and that, having only £10,000 of his own, 
he applied to the plaintiff to lend him the remaining £4,000. 
This the plaintiff did, upon the understanding that the money 
would be applied in discharge of the purchase-money above referred 
to. The “intending bankrupt,” as we may style him, did not 
apply the money in the manner agreed upon, but paid it into his 
own banking account, thereby mixing it with his own moneys; 
which latter, however, seem only to have amounted to about £20. 
He proceeded to draw sundry cheques against his account, and had 
in this way drawn out about £200 of the mingled moneys when his 
career was arrested by the Bankruptcy Court. Under these cir- 
cumstances, the plaintiff contended that, inasmuch as the £200 which 
had been drawn out since the £4,000 had been paid in largely ex 
ceeded the amount which had then been standing to the credit of the 
account, it followed that the balance of about £3,800 must all be 
made up of his £4,000; und he claimed that this should be 
returned to him in full, upon the ground (if we rightly understand 
his contention) that it had been intrusted to the bankrupt only for 
a specific purpose, and that the non-application of the money to 
that specific purpose constituted a breach of trust, which sufficed 
to destroy the prima facie claim of the defendant, as the bank- 
rupt’s trustee, to take the money standing to his credit with his 
banker. Mr. Justice North acceded to this contention, and gave 
judgment for the plaintiff accordingly. 

If the question were only whether the rule of law implied in 
this decision is, politically or commercially, a good and desirable rule 
of law, we might perhaps be ready to admit that there is something 
to be said in its favour. But when the learned judge emphatically 
assures us that the rule in question is an old and well-recognized 
principle, and that he ‘‘is not in the slightest degree extending 
the law” by his decision, we must humbly beg leave to express 
some ‘surprise that anybody should be found to hold such an 
opinion. And as borrowing money under some promise or under- 
standing that it is to be applied in a specified way, isa not 
uncommon practice, and as such promises or understandings are 
not unfrequently intended rather as lures to bring the cash into 
the hands of the borrower, than as accurate forecasts of his future 
conduct, we might anticipate that a large crop of similar claims 
against trustees in bankruptcy would be likely to arise from the 
present decision. But this expectation is qualified by a doubt, 
whether many people will be bold enough to rely upon it. We 
should certainly counsel anyone with whom our words have any 
weight, to regard it with considerable suspicion. 

_ “Tt is very well known now,” said the learned judge, “ that 
if one person makes a payment to another for a certain purpose, 
and that person takes the money knowing that it is for that pur- 
pose, he must apply it to the purpose’for which it was given.” 
But here we must humbly beg leave to draw a little distinction. 
We readily admit it to be very well known that if a person 
recelyes money knowing it to be “trust money” in the common 
meaning of the term—that is, if he receives from a trustee 
money which he knows that the trustee holds as a trustee—he 
will hold the money subject to the trusts to which it would have 
been subject if it had remained in the hands of the original 
trustee. We also admit it to be very well known that if one 
person pays money to another, to be employed in some specific 
purpose fo or for the use of the person who paid the money, this 
amounts to a trust in the latter person’s favour, and constitutes 
the recipient a trustee, and enables the person paying the money, 
as being the cestui que trust, to follow the money, or its ascer- 
tained investments, into the hands of his trustee. But we cannot 
admit it ever to have been at all well known that when a man 
borrows money to be applied fo or for his own uae, he becomes a 
trustee of that money merely because he states the particular use 
which he intends to make of it. 

It is curious and instructive to observe how completely this 





simple distinction disposes of the cases which were cited on behalf 
of the plaintiff, and upon which we suppose that the learned 
judge (who cited no cases himself) must have relied for his deci- 
sion. In Taylor v. Plumer (3 M. & 8. 562) a customer had in- 
trusted to a broker a sum of about £40,000, to be applied in buy- 
ing specified securities for the customer ; and the customer, in 
accordance with what we have above laid down, was held to be en- 
titled to the securities as against the broker’s assignees in bank- 
ruptey. In Ex parte Cooke, In re Strachan (25 W. BR. 171, L. R. 
4 Ch. D. 123), a broker was employed by a trustee to sell certain 
Consols which the broker knew to be trust property ; and (quite in 
accordance with our principle above stated) it was held the 
proceeds of the Consols were bound by the trust, ever after the 
liquidation of the broker, and as against his trustee. Jn re The 
West of England Bank, Ex parte Dale § Oo. (27 W. R. 815, 
L. R. 11 Ch. D. 772), has been expressly disapproved of by the 
Court of Appeal in In re Hallett’s Estate, Knatchbull v. Hallett 
(28 W. R. 782, L. R. 13 Ch. D. 696), and, therefore, we do not 
cite it. But, whatever its authority, it cannot possibly lend any 
countenance to the principle laid down by Mr. Justice North, 
because the money which was there in dispute was held to be part 
of the general assets of the bankrupt, and not to be capable of the 
peculiar kind of ‘‘earmarking” for which he contended. In the 
case last cited, Jn re Hallett’s Estate, a trustee had paid trust 
moneys into his own banking account; and (since he must neces- 
sarily have known of the trust) the trust moneys were allowed to 
be “followed” so far as they could be distinguished. And lastly, 
in Harris v. Truman (30 W. R. 135, 533, L. R. 9 Q. B. D. 
264) certain barley, which had been bought by a maltster speci- 
fically for a customer, was held—chiefly by reason of a notorious 
trade custom, by which maltsters are not usually the actual owners 
of the malt in their hands—not to pass to the maltster’s 
trustee in bankruptcy. What do we find in any of these cases to 
countenance the extraordinary proposition that, if a man borrows 
money, he becomes an express trustee merely because he says that 
he intends to apply it to Ais own use in a particular manner? 
Two cases were cited on behalf of the defendant, which we 
cannot help thinking deserved more attention than they appear to 
have received. It is, to use the language of the learned judge, 
‘‘very well known now,” that if a merchant deposits moneys with 
his banker, for the specific purpose of meeting bills drawn upon 
the banker by the merchant and ey by the banker, such 
moneys become the mere property of the bicther and to his 
trustee, in case he should become bankrupt before the bills fall due. 
This, at least, has been twice decided by the Court of Appeal (Jn 
re Gothenburg Commercial Company, 29 W. R. 358; He parte 
Broad, In re Neck, 32 W. R. 912). We feel sure that Mr. Justice 
North did not intend to overrule these decisions ; but we are quite 
unable to see in what way they can stand along with his own. = 
The last two cases show, that the doctrine of “ earmarking 
and ‘following funds,” so far from being true in the enormous 
extension of it which is implied in Mr. Justice North’s decision, is 
not, without some further words of qualification, true even in the 
degree in which we have above admitted it to be true. We said, 
that if one person pays money to another, to be employed in some 
specific purpose to or for the use of the person who pays the money, 
this constitutes the receiver of the money a trustee so far as to 
enable the payer of the money to “ follow ” it, or its proceeds, in 
the receiver's hands. This, no doubt, represents the general rule. 
But it is clear that, in the opinion of the Court of Appeal, even 
this proposition requires some explanation, and that the appropria- 
tion of money to meet current bills of ——_ — ty 7 
rson paying the money is not a “‘specifie purpose to 0 
a of that person, raf sense which is required by the rule. 
This is a distinction which must be noted. But we think we may 
venture to affirm that, until Mr. Justice North’s decision in Gibert 
vy. Gonard, there existed no case in which a person, who had 
received money to be employed fo or for his own use, was held to 
be a trustee for somebody else. 








The Attorney-General has given notice of his intention to introduce a 
Bill to assimilate the law ng the registration of occupation voters 
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municipal voters from disqualified in consequence of lettin 
vette.) houses for ean periods; and a Bill to amend the 
evidence in criminal cases. 
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THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


I. ORGANIZATION GENERALLY, 
18.—THE Soxicrror’s Costs (concluded). 


We reserved for this article such matters appertaining to the 
solicitor’s costs as lie outside the beaten track of an ordinary detailed 
bill of costs for work and labour done. 

Foremost among the exceptions to the general rule will manifestly 
be those conveyancing transactions for which the solicitor is now 
remunerated by a statutory scale, unless before undertaking the 
business he signifies by notice his desire to the contrary. If he does 
give such a notice, his bill of costs will fall within the observations 
which we have already made. If he does not, the question at once 
suggests itself as to how far it is desirable for him to record the 
successive steps taken in the business. Regarded purely from a 
money point of view, this question admits of a very simple answer. 
He will meet all the exigencies of the case by recording such dis- 
bursements as do not fall within the scale charge, so as to add them 
to that charge when he comes to render his account. As the law 
declares with regard to certain matters that for a given piece of 
business a solicitor is to receive a fixed sum, whether, as it turns out, 
he has much or little to do for the money, it follows that his pocket 
will neither gain nor suffer to the extent of a shilling by the view 
which he may happen to entertain as to the desirability or otherwise of 
preserving a detailed history of what has taken place in the matter 
from day to day, in the same, or approximately the same, mode as 
would be necessary to enable him to reap the fruits of his labour in 
cases not falling within the statutory scale. The only qualification to 
this simple proposition is that the statutory scale applies only to 
transactions carried through to the end, so that if for any reason a 
sale or purchase or lease is abandoned, perhaps at an advanced stage, 
and the solicitor has totally disregarded to keep alive the materials 
from which an ordinary bill of costs may be framed, he will, on the 
one hand, not have earned the statutory charge, and, on the other 
hand, may be arg at a difficulty in making out a bill on the other 
principle for what he has actually done. 

There are, however, other considerations involved which are, no 
doubt, more or less matters of taste and fancy, and would strike 
different minds in different ways. First, it is to be borne in mind 
that the entries which ultimately represent from one point of view 
a bill of costs contain from another point of view what may be im- 
portant chapters of history as to the transaction to which they relate, 
and their preservation in a written form may at some future time save 
an infinity of trouble to the solicitor or the client, or both, as the 
case ma Whether it be the record of a fact communicated, a 
dou point cleared up, a determination taken, or an agreement 
arrived at, the litera scripta, where it exists, will come to the relief 
of faded recollection and clear the mists away. But then it must be 
conceded that this is a matter pf degree. Ina great many cases— 
perhaps the large majority—the written entries never see the light 
again after the iness is concluded, or, where they do see it, serve 
any purpose that would not be answered with almost the same 
facility by papers in the matter. Ought the solicitor, then, to give 
time and trouble to the making and preservation of entries where he 
has no monetary object to gain, and is only securing a problematical 
advantage to himself or someone else at some unknown future date ? 
To us it appears that common sense supplies a reasonably clear rule 
of conduct. If the business is, to the Nest of his judgment, of a 
plain, straightforward nature, and the pas tell their own story, so 
far as it cum ever be necessary that they should, then he may well 
please himself as to the limits within which he will confine his record 
of it. But if it presents features of magnitude or complication, or 
from its nature there is a probability that it may stretch over a long 
period of time, or it may form a model by which to be guided in 
other instances of the same class—whenever, in short, there is a 

reason for attributing to an accurate note of the 
taken a value distinct from the solicitor’s remuneration, then he 
should not be dissuaded from taking that note by the mere fact that 
he og no money by it ; and if he neglects it he will be falling short 
of duty to his client, and will very possibly also be laying by 
much future discomfort for himself. 

From the solicitor’s own immediate present point of view also 
there are one or two minor observations to be made. It may be 
doubted, for instance, whether a solicitor who desires to take careful 
stock of the daily work done, not only by himself but by those in 
his employment, is wise to allow day after day to go by and leave 
be no written trace of what has been actually done in a given 
matter, merely because it isto be ultimately paid for ‘‘ in the lump.” 
Such a plan is calculated to introduce an element of uncertainty, an 
pec eta, sagen as it were, into the data on which he has been 
aceusto to rely in regulating the work of his office. Again, it 





may be advantageous to a solicitor whose work lies to a considerable 
extent in the particular groove to which the statutory scale applies 
to have the means of comparing his position under the one system 
of payment and the other, and so to form a sound conclusion as to 
whether—if as between himself and his clients he is really free in 
fact as well as in law to exercise the choice—he will or will not elect 
to accept the scale. 

On the whole, our own view gravitates rather in the direction of 
not lightly abandoning with the monetary results of the bill of costs, 
as formerly delivered, all the materials except actual disbursements 
of which it was composed, where the solicitor is to be paid by scale, 
but to exercise at least a careful discrimination, and to bear in mind 
that the solicitor’s records of words spoken and acts done possess, in 
many cases, both to his client and himself, a value in nowise measured 
accurately by the scales in which the bill of costs is weighed only 
against its sum total. 

We are fortified in the opinions which we have expressed by having 
found them to be substantially in harmony with those of many 
experienced practitioners both in London and the provinces, whose 
views we have been at some pains to ascertain. 

Our observations as to statutory scale charges have of course pre- 
cisely similar application to the many cases in which a bargain is 
made between solicitor and client that the former shall do a certain 

iece of business, or class of business, or all or some of that client’s 
Gutinass for a certain period, at an agreed rate of remuneration; 
and we mention this very common species of bargain only as enlarg- 
ing the area to which we have thus far confined ourselves, and thas 
emphasizing the practical importance of possessing clear and definite 
ideas as to the true course to adopt where a decision has to be taken 
on the point with which we have been dealing. 

We will now address a few observations to the subject of ‘ party 
and party’ costs. Apart from the client’s obligation to remunerate 
his solicitor for professional work in accordance with metes and 
bounds prescribed by law, and equally binding on both parties, or 
with some bargain struck between them, there are many cases, both 
of a contentious and non-contentious character, but principally the 
latter, in which the solicitor is paid, within the limits which embrace 
‘party and party’ costs, by some third party. It is not to our 
present pu to review the well-worn arguments for and against 
the principle of ‘party and party’ costs. To the layman who, on 
emerging triumphantly from litigation forced on him by his antagon- 
ist, and Seashell in his favour, with costs, receives a heavy bill from 
his solicitor for ‘extra costs,’ it will ever represent an insoluble 
mystery and amazing contradiction of terms. To the lawyer it isa 
fruitful source of weariness and vexation of spirit, more particularly 
in his relations with his client. But, putting aside the why and 
wherefore, there remains the fact that this system of party and party 
costs exists, and that the solicitor has to grapple with this as with 
various other disagreeable incidents which cross his path. 

It appears to us that the first principle to be borne in mind in con- 
nection with a and party bill of costs is, that, until at least it 
has been actually adjusted and paid, it should be regarded as some- 
thing totally foreign to the solicitor’s bill against his client—as much so 
as if it were a pleading or briefin anaction. The materials for prepar- 
ing it should indeed be derived from the draft bill against the client, 
but that does not affect the spirit of our observation. The party and 
party bill is pre for purposes of taxation, or, at all events, of 
criticism from the solicitor of a third party, and is liable to undergoa 
rueful process of amputation before it comes out of that ordeal; and, 
again, there is a melancholy gees f that the third party may 
never pay it after all. In the inte it is in the nature of a step 
taken on behalf of the client, in whose interest it is prepared and 
supported, and not until it is finally adjusted and paid should it 
become an element for consideration in the settlement of the solici- 
tor’s own bill against his client, or an item of credit where that bill 
has meanwhile been wholly or partially discharged. Departure from 
this principle is apt to occasion great confusion and uncertainty in 
the solicitor’s internal arrangements, and there is no real difficulty in 
adhering to it, when once it been firmly laid hold of. If the draft 
bill against the client has been kept up in the manner which we have 
advocated in previous articles, the items which should represent the 
contents of a party and party bill can readily be copied from it by a 

k, the most moderate intelligence, if guided by the 
direction of a principal or managing clerk as to what classes of item 
are and are not to be brought into the draft of the party and party 
bill; and the latter can then be settled with little disiculty for the 
purpose in view, whether it be the pruning knife of the taxing master, 
or the scrutiny of an opposing solicitor. And it may be admitted 
as to party and party that, from the nature of their limits, an 
experienced principal or clerk will be able to prepare one with little 
aid beyond the papers in the matter, though we have no admiration of 
‘a which necessitates that method of compiling even this class 
0 h 


The other reflection to which the mention of party and y bills 
gives rise is one which we make with some reluctance, but in all 
sincerity of purpose. We cannot but hold the opinion—and we kuow 
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it to be shared by officials of the court eminently capable of express- 
ing @ judgment on the point—that many practitioners display, or, 
from want of a proper system of supervision, allow their clerks 
to display for them, and in their names, a surprising ignorance of 
the elementary principles of party and party costs. It is unques- 
tionably true that a party and party bill of costs carried into 
the taxing office at £1,000 may return home reduced to half that 
amount without a particle of blame attaching to the solicitor whose 
name is indorsed on it. It may, for example, with — propriety, 
contain charges incurred in connection with the employment of three 
counsel, though the taxing master may ruthlessly exclude one of 
these learned seagom as against the unsuccessful Ora 
large fee (probably a very large fee indeed) may have been paid to an 
eminent Queen’s Counsel, the value of whose services the taxing 
master declines to take at the former’s own liberal estimate. Or the 
same observation may be applicable to one or more skilled witnesses 
imported into the case. In these and many similar matters the 
d of allowance is a matter for the taxing master’s discretion, 
and although it must be confessed that a negative result may usually 
be predi with considerable confidence as to any item resting on a 
taxing master’s discretion, the solicitor is none the less perfectly 
justified in trying to get allowed on taxation as large a ——— of 
the expenses incurred by his client as he possibly can. But there the 
line should be drawn. There are certain well-defined, hard-and-fast 
rules by which the party and party bill is distinguishable from the 
solicitor and client bill—rules which are broadly marked by the dis- 
tinction between a proceeding or step actually taken between two 
parties who are engaged in a contest or an amicable transaction, and 
the advice or assistance which either of them may think fit 
to procure in his own interests preparatory to or consequent 
on the taking of that step or proceeding. To insert in the 
former classs of bill items plainly excluded by any of these rules 
is to display ignorance on a subject with which, however unattrac- 
tive, the solicitor should make himself familiar as part of his 
legal training. It casts discredit on the bill as a production of his 
office. It does not benefit his client one atom, because it invariably 
produces a series of figures on the left-hand margin of the bill, and, 
indeed, in so far as it represents useless expense in preparation and 
copying, and (if we may be pardoned the suggestion) has a tendency 
to strain official forbearance, and even to exacerbate the official 
temper by the imposition of needless trouble on others, it may be 
said to have a directly contrary effect. We are that many 
young solicitors and articled clerks, and if we dare say so, not a few 
of their elder brethren, might, with advantage to themselves and 
their clients, study with care, as a matter dependent on principles 
which it is their duty to observe and be guided by in their practice, 
the technical, but in its results very substantial, distinction involved 
in the phrases ‘ solicitor and client’ and ‘ party and party’ costs. 








REVIEWS. 


EVIDENCE. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW OF EVIDENCE, AS ADMINISTERED IN 
ENGLAND AND IRELAND; WITH ILLUSTRATIONS FROM AMERICAN 
AND OTHER ForEIGN Laws. EicutTu Eprrion. By his Honour 
Judge Prrt-TayLor. Two Volumes. W. Maxwell & Son. 


_ We regret to observe that the learned author intimates his inten- 
tion of finally laying down his pen so far as this treatise is concerned. 
He certainly need not feel any dissatisfaction with the result of his 
labours. e book is recognized both by bench and bar as the 
standard treatise on its subject; and few works which have 
through so many editions have retained so constantly the honourable 
characteristics of vigorous grappling with decisions and careful 
iM O-poration of their resulisin to the text. It will be matter for 
great regret if the book should fall into the hands of the mechanical 
editor, whose only idea is to paste in head notes. 

Both in the last and the present editions, Mr. Taylor’s chief 
difficulty has arisen from the alterations made by, and consequent on, 
the Judicature Acts. In the preface to his last edition, he described 
the fusion of law and equity as having resulted in ‘ confusion worse 
confounded,” and in the present edition he is not sparing of criticism 
on the Rules of 1883. Hie thinks (p. 32) that the rules relating to 
trial by jury ‘“‘have been framed by a draftsman who had no clear 
idea of what he was undertaking”; and, with re to the form of 

‘notice to admit documents” . 8. C., App. B. No. 11), he remarks 
(p. 636) that, in this form, the draftsman ans certainly not displayed 
a striking amount of intelligence” ; and, in a foot-note, he criticises 
severely the “slovenly aa in which these guides for the use of 
oes not point out 

form was taken verbatim from previous 
y, in thus reproducing the schedules containing model 


that this 


the profession have been prepared.” He 
icular 
forms, § 





descriptions of documents, the draftsman might have corrected the 
strange blunder by which indentures of lease and release are described 
as having been dated respectively the Ist and 2nd of February, 
‘**1848”’; and for the antiquated reference to “‘ defendant’s attorney,” 
and ‘Letters Patent of King Charles II. in the Rolls Chapel,” more 
modern descriptions might wal have been substituted. 

One of the best parts of the book has always seemed to us to be 
that in which Mr. Taylor discusses the exceptions to the rule reject- 
ing hearsay evidence. His chapters on this topic contain an exceed- 
ingly able and careful discussion of a difficult and, in some points, 
doubtful subject. Both here and elsewhere we find the recent deci- 
sions oo in two series of reports carefully noted, but cases solely 
reported elsewhere are sometimes overlooked. This exclusive atten- 
tion to certain reports is the less excusable, inasmuch as the number 
of decisions reported yearly at the present day upon questions of 
evidence is very small. It needs a glance at the footnotes of 
the present book to see how little ny Soe added to this branch of 
the law by the vast 1nass of recent reported cases. 


WINDING-UP FORMS. 


Winpinc-ur Forms: A CoLLEcTION oF SUMMONSES, AFFIDAVITS, 
ORDERS, NOTICES, AND OTHER FORMS RELATING TO THE WIND- 
ING UP OF COMPANIES. By F. B. Paumer, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons. 


Mr. Palmer’s volume of ‘‘ Company Precedents ”’ is already so well- 
known and appreciated that any work by the same author on a simi- 
lar subject necessarily starts with a great deal in its favour. The 
earlier and larger work contained, together with a variety of forms 
suited to the various phases of a company’s existence, a considerable 
number applicable to the condition of sickness and decay which, in 
the case of a company, is termed “‘ winding up.” Yet even that 
collection has proved insufficient to meet the demand occasioned by 
the varying circumstances of winding up, and Mr. Palmer has 
found it expedient to fill an entire volume with forms and precedents 
exclusively addressed to that which xppears to be the normal conclu- 
sion, and is, in legal eyes, perhaps, not the least interesting portion, 
of a company’s career. To those who are not intimately acquainted 
with such matters it may appear remarkable that such a topic should 
suffice to fill a book of the size of that now before us, but the author, 
though he has managed to present to the profession a collection of 
more than 530 examples of forms, is still ‘‘ not so “eee as to 
expect that the collection will be found complete.” ether that 
be so or not—and we should not be surprised if a second edition were 
to appear in ayear or two with 200 or more additional forms—this much 
is certain, that the collection now before the public is far more com- 
plete and exhaustive than any other collection which has yet been 

ut forward, even if any such collection, worthy of the name, has ever 
put forward at all. The notes illustrative of the forms and of 
the law io which they apply are, as the author says he has sought 
to make them, concise an ical, and sufficiently com i 
to give the reader the needed guidance, while not relieving him from 
the necessity of going to Mr. Buckley’s work if he wishes bis in- 
formation to be exhaustive. The forms, with their notes, are fol- 
lowed by an appendix containing the Companies Acts, with more 
valuable notes, and a somewhat slight index. The volume, as a 
whole, is undoubtedly one which will be much valued by those who 
have to deal with the subject to which it relates. 








On the 20th inst. Lord Redesdale, Chairman of Committees of the House 
of Lords, and Sir Arthur Otway, Chairman of Ways and Means, met the 
Parliamentary agents and others interested m private Bills to confer 
with them as to the course of ure to be adopted in re to the 
various Bills deposited at the Private Bill Office in ber last. As a 
result of the conference eighty Bills will take their rise in the House of 


Lords and 168 will originate in the House of Commons. 
At the meeting of the Associated Chambers of Commerce on Wednesday 


the subject of th suaietention 66 Gouie of eennqueed wes eee SY, 
Benes . Thompson, moving :—‘‘ That this association is 


the Exeter delegate, ‘ 

of opinion that the present number of private a ts is most pre- 

judicial to the commercial interests of the country ; that the ae 
where the 


of all such private ents should be compulsory 

dividend is as than 15s. in the pound; that any evasion of this should be 
made a misdemeanor, and that the executive be instructed to follow up this 
resolution by deputation or oth ” Mr. Davies, of Bristol, seconded 
the motion, after it had been oe oF st 

word ‘com ,” and the addition of the 


req 
Mr. Mills, of Huddersfield, opposed the pream’ 
tion—th demnin vate arrangements as judicial to the 
pantie Bw Ba - of ow marten This part was withdre 
amended the motion was adopted. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


STOPS PLACED ON STOCK BETWEEN THE 6ru 
APRIL, 1880, AND THE 24rx OF OCTOBER, 1883. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Will you allow us through the medium of your paper to call 
the attention of solicitors and insurance companies to the terms of 
rules 26 and 27, order 46, of the Rules of April, 1880, which relate to 
the charging of stock or shares ? 

Rule 26 provides that the service »f the office copy of the affidavit 
and of the duplicate notice filed shall, for the period of five years 
from the day of service, but not longer, have the same force and effect 
as if a writ of distringas had been duly issued under the Act, 5 Vict. 
c. 5, 8. 5, 

Rule 27 provides for the renewal of the notice before the expiration 
of five years from the day on which the original notice was served. 

Although it is, of course, well known that the Rules of the Supreme 
Court, 1883, which came into operation on the 24th of October, 1883, 
annul the Rules of April, 1880, the result of the two sets of rules 
does not seem to be so well known. It is that the stop effected by 
means of the affidavit and duplicate notice served on any company 
under the Rules of 1880 ceases, in accordance with the provisions of 
these rules, to operate at the expiration of five years from the period 
of service, and the power of renewal granted by rule 27, being 
annulled by the Rules of 1883, is at an end. 

Those, therefore, who have placed stops on stock or shares by 
means of what we may term a distringas must, if they wish to pre- 
serve their stop, issue and serve a fresh affidavit and duplicate notice, 
or, in other words, place a fresh stop on the stock before the expira- 
tion of the old stop. This affects al] stops placed on stock between 


OF 


the 6th of April, 1880, and the 24th of October, 1883. 

We shall be obliged to you if you can make this known through the 
medium of your paper. 

5, Bank-buildings, E.C., Feb. 23. 


FRESHFIELDS & WILLIAMS. 










THE REMUNERATION ORDER—COSTS OF LEASES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—With regard to the letter of ‘‘ Query” appearing in your 
number of the 14th inst. it will be observed that under rule 3, 
schedule 1, part 2, of the Remuneration Order, the lessor’s solicitor 
is entitled to charge one guinea extra where a mortgagee joins with 
the mortgagor in granting the lease, and it is considered that he is 
entitled to make this charge, although he is not acting for the mort- 
gagee ; but that in cases where (according to custom) the lessee pays 
the costs of the lease he is not liable to pay the extra guinea unless 
he was aware, at the time of entering into the agreement, that the 
property was in mortgage. 

ith regard to the charges of the solicitor acting separately for 
the mortgagee, and which are regulated by schedule 2, it should be 
observed that the general custom or practice as to the incidence of 
costs is not overridden by the Order, the object of which is merely to 
prescribe their amount. I quite agree with ‘‘ Answer,” in your last 
number, thet it is not fair (and, I will add, it is not usual) to saddle 
a lessee with more than one set of costs. 

In reference to the question of “J. W.,” in your last number, I 
beg to say that the £2 10s. chargeable upon each subsequent £100 of 
rent is considered to be a percentage. 

The above observations are based upon opinions given by the Coun- 
cil of the Incorporated Law Society, which (with numerous others) 
have been collected in the shape of a digest, which is now in the 
press, and will, I hope, be in the hands of every member of the 
pany in the course of a few days. W. M. W. 

eb. 23. 









STAMPS ON DEEDS OF ASSIGNMENT FOR BENEFIT OF 


CREDITORS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.} 


Sir,—I shall be much obliged, and I think the information will be 
useful to many of your readers, if some of your correspondents 
learned in stamp law will state what is the proper stamp to impress 
upon @ deed of assignment by a debtor to a trustee for the benefit of 
his creditors, and containing a release from the creditors. 

It has been suggested by some that a 10s. deed stamp is sufficient ; 
others, again, have expressed an opinion that two 10s. stamps ought 
to be impressed, one to cover the assignment and the other in respect 
of the release ; whilst a third opinion is that an ad valorem duty of 
10s. per cent. on the aggregate amount of the debts released is 
required by the Stamp Acts, it being’in the nature of a conveyance of 
property in consideration of such debts. 








If the last opinion should be the correct one, it is clear that such a 
stamp will amount to a heavy tax upon estates administered under 
deeds of this description, especially where the liabilities are hea 
and the assets show a considerable deficiency. Yet there seems to be 
much to be said in support of that opinion. If so, however, can the 
«d valorem duty be avoided by having two deeds, the first containing 
only an assignment to a trustee upon trusts for the creditors, and the 
other reciting that the assignment had been executed by the debtor at 
the request of-the creditors and releasing the debtor from his debts; 
and would this be a desirable mode of carrying through such an 
arrangement ? A CounTRY PRACTITIONER, 

Feb. 23. 





THE CAMELS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Permit me to say, as a last word on this subject, that I can- 
not help regarding the solution given by the propounder of this 
problem as but a lame and impotent conclusion. 

To effect a division by the addition of an unit representing the defi- 
ciency in the entirety of his interest bequeathed by the testator, is to 
beg the question. Moreover, the result can equally well be arrived 
at without any resort to outside aid, thus: Of the 17 camels take in 
the first instance 9, and distribute one-ninth or 1 to the nephew; 
one-third or 3 to the son ; there remain 5, of which 44 is the widow’s 
share; but this division being impracticable, let the widow take 4, 
and add the remaining camel to the 8 still awaiting distribution, 
making 9 in all, and then proceed as before : one-ninth, or 1, to the 
nephew ; one-third, or 3, to the son; and one-half, or 43, to the 
widow, which, with. the half-camel due to her from the previous 
division, makes a total of 5, and disposes of the entire number as 
follows—viz. :— 

9 to widow 


6 to son 
2 to nephew 
17 


Feb. 21. 





ADVERTISEMENTS. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—The following advertisement appeared in yesterday’s Stan- 
dard :—*‘ Persons in Difficulties—A London solicitor, long standing, 
arranges private affairs of parties under pressure ; execntions, writs, 
&c., settled; liquidations without publicity.—Address, 341, Standard 
Office, St. Bride-street, London, E.C.” 

Few members of the profession are likely to covet the clients the 
advertiser may obtain by the above means, and it is a matter for 
regret that the ‘‘ solicitor of long standing” did not insert his name, 
so that it might be known to the profession. Jutius A. WHITE. 

Viaduct-chambers, 38, Holborn Viaduct, E.C., Feb. 20. 


[Another correspondent draws our attention to the fact that the 
following advertisement, on which we commented ante, p. 110, has re- 
appeared in the Z'imes:—‘‘Law.—To Barristers.—A City solicitor, 
in good practice, can introduce briefs to a young counsel.— 
Address, ——.”.—Eb. S. J.] 





THE OFFICE OF CITY SOLICITOR, 

[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—I see it announced in your colurans that my name is before 

the Common Council as a candidate for the office of City Solicitor. 

This is not so, and, moreover, I have no intention of becoming a 

candidate. Therefore, as I do not wish it to appear, after the 

—. is made, that I had contested it and failed, I shall be 
obliged by your inserting this letter in your next issue, 

City Solicitor’s Office, Guildhall, E.C., Feb. 26. 


W. HAYEs. 











“STAMPS” [OFFICIAL VIEWS AND RULINGS]—SOMETHING 
OF THE STAMP ACTS GENERALLY. 


VII. 
[To the Hditor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In this, my concluding letter, I offer remarks upon Stamp 
Acts in general; against which one sometimes hears a practitioner 
inveigh (and this, too, since the passing of the Stamp Act, 1870) as 
being dry of study, perplexing in application, and vexatious in 
operation: these condemnatory epithets being, here and there, drawn 
forth by reason, perhaps, of a solicitor finding, say, completion of a 
sale at a late stage stopped, and penalty to be paid, to correcta 
stamp of (in total) paltry amount. Seta law, while more or less 
interesting to the intelligent layman, as a whole is a branch of law a 





knowledge of which is the least required in the ordinary practice of 
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a solicitor. But that part of it relating to stamp duties he cannot 
put aside, as it connects itself with his daily practice. One bears in 
mind that no one solicitor can be equally well up in each branch of 
law and its practice. But, as I have said, he cannot ignore stamp 
law, and this and other reasons (too obvious, as appears to me, 
to be necessary to name here), make it expedient at least, that 
some knowledge of stamp duties should be a set part of a solicitor’s 
education. 

Touching the asserted dryness of the subject of ‘‘ stamps,” as well 
as referring to the old, but still, and here, perhaps, not too trite 
adage, that a subject is dry or otherwise according to the interest and 
zeal with which we enter upon and pursue its study—as well as this, 
I may remark that most solicitors, if confining their practice 
chiefly to one department of law, would, I believe, choose convey- 
ancing as most congenial. Now, the stamp lew is framed with 
reference to conveyancing and the law of property, and, having in 
mind the learning and skill which all Bad ce on the subject Ba 
admitted to be displayed in the construction of the leading Stamp 
Acts, from that of 1808 to, and including, the Stamp Act, 1870, 
therefore, to the student a study of the Stamp Acts should not be 
profitless, and so, therefore, not wholly uninteresting. 

Concerning, further, and apropos of this charge of dryness, two 
works have, the one not long since, the other just now, been issued, 
relating to revenue law, the authors of which, itis to be presumed, 
are expectant of finding a goodly number of interested readers, if 
only by reason of the length of the works and their consequent cost 
of production. These works I name below.* I have not yet dipped 
into either, but of the first named, Mr. Dowell’s, there has appeared 
a very favourable review in your lay contemporary, the Pali Mail 
Gazette, in which review it is said: ‘‘ Throughout he (the writer) 
gti is very successful in contending against the apparent dryness 
of his subject. Yet there is no good reason why a history of taxation 
and of taxes should be dry,” and more to the like effect. 

The work of Mr. Dowell’s, just named, is not his first production 
of the kind—that being, I believe, the one I name below, and which 
is exclusively devoted to ‘‘Stamps” ;+ and as, upon a point or two 
I intend herein to touch, I can say nothing original of my own, and 
Mr. Dowell speaks better, and with better authority, than I can 
pretend to do, I shall refer to, and quote from, his earlier book here 
and there. 

Taking as the text for a part of my present communication the 
occasional utterance I have named in the first paragraph herein, 
with the epithets dry, perplexing, and vexatious; and, having now 
dealt with the first of these, I will say 2 few words about the second 
—perplexing. Mr. Dowell, both in words of his and in quoting 
those of others, is not sparing of invective in regard to the intricacy 
and perplexity of the stamp law as it subsisted prior to the consoli- 
dating Stamp Act, 1870—arising not from, as I understand him (and 
as I myself would put it), the framing of the leading general Acts 
—rather the contrary of this—but from the numerous smaller and 
special Acts, and from occasional conflicting (to confine myself to 
this one adjective) decisions of the courts. AsI have said, this stated 
intricacy and perplexity was, as the stamp law subsisted for some 
years prior to the said Act of 1870, although, during this period, it 
was an axiom with our judges, and pointed to by most writers on 
the subject, that Revenue Acts in particular should not be perplexing, 
in so far as the charge upon the subject goes, and upon this point 
Mr. Dowell gives the following (p. 96) :—-“ According to M. Rau, a 
high authority, ‘The enactments relating to stamp duties should be 
simple, easy to understand, and unambiguous, so that the taxpayer 
may be able to avoid incurring penalties.’” Certainly, if that which 
M. Rau names should ever come te pass, we shall have arrived at 
something of a stamp-duties millennium. I have adopted this 
quotation from ‘‘ Dowell” to again refer to it presently—in another 
way. 

In approaching the subject of, and dealing by remark with, the 
Stamp Act, 1870, Mr. Dowell indicates that he was hopeful—if, 
indeed, not sanguine—that by it intricacy and anomaly would be 
removed—at least, the old intricacy and anomaly, and I can refer to 
someone else, high in office at the time, who expressed himself very 


sanguinely, 


* A History of Taxation and Taxes in England. By Stephen Dowell. (Lon- 
don: Longman & Co. Four vols., 8vo.} 

A History of the Customs Revenue of England from the Earliest Times. By 
Hubert Hall, of the Public Record Office. [Elliot Stock, Two vols., 8vo.) 


+ [A History and Explanation of the Stamp Duties and Stamp Law now in 
force. By Stephen Dowell, M.A., of Lincoln’s-inn, Assistant-Solicitor of the 
Tnland Revenue. 1873.) 
aah Seis Gand cate te eentach te be @ Malas'acy; Can wo muss 00 Sir. 
stamp duties m 0 sw a 3 bu 1 
Dowell the justice to ~of that he has done what man could do to make it 
am J 
I may add that, soon after the work was issued, it was an open secret that the 
“ amu ” element in it caused it for a time to be a little cold-shouldered iv a 
partioular quarter. But (to bear one’s humble testimony toits value) I may give 
the o; that the work has a catalan and contains interesting matter 
[eis blige, cab found fa any grit Pook O° Stamps’ and farther, tat 

on ave a 
& tees etucy & woud be ‘knowledge 6 


exact and 4 of the subject of which the 





At the time the Bill for the Act of 1870 was introduced, Mr. Lowe 
(now Viscount Sherbrooke) was Chancellor of the Exchequer, and it 
devolved on him to explain the Bill to the House. In the course of 
doing this he ‘i think I can quote him sufficiently accurately, _——! 
from memory) said the House was not to understand that, by 
Bill, there was an attempt to deal scientifically with the stamp law ; 
nevertheless, he might n ache for it that, with an exception or two 
Konan it consolidated, and, in part, revised, the law, and he 

lieved with such learning and skill, &c., that we should be able to 
read as we run ! 

This last remark of Mr. Lowe’s was considered as a good joke even 
amongst officials, and I heard an irreverent individual remark anent 
it (not, however, by way of adverse criticism of the Bill) that he 
would put a not difficult case under the Bill, give Mr. Lowe (who 
had been educated to the law) time to stop and consider it, and yet 
that he would fail correctly to answer it. 

In the course of these letters I have more than once expressed my 
(humble) high opinion of the Act, and no doubt it merited most of 
that which Mr. Lowe claimed for it on behalf of its framers, 
although its very merits, its new features of classified arrangement, 
combined with the adoption of general for specific terms, have tended 
to produce some little doubts and difficulties. 

In my mind, there are reasons (which I mm stating before 
concluding this letter) why “‘ stamps,’’ above, perhaps, other divisions 
of revenue law, should be—if it can be—as unambiguous and as 
little troublesome in its incidence as it can be made to be. And to 
this end, as I would suggest, the present extent of range or area of 
the stamp laws should = accepted as pretty well definitive (saying 
this with the qualification that there can be no absolute finality in 
“‘stamps,” as there cannot in other things); and, secondly (but 
which is something of the same thing), that there should be but few 
—disturbing—Acts permitted to pass, and with a periodic consolida- 
tion at not too long an interval. But—and here I arrive at the 
expression of long-settled opinion, and which I have been rather 
desirous of giving utterance to, and which is, that—law in general, 
and not less so stamp law in particular, can never be made (I 
have the temerity to say) simple, not only not in the “read as you 
run” sense, but not, also, in the sense implied in the dictum of 
M. Rau—and this, too, as re s the latter, not alone in the sense 
of a lay interpretation of his (M. Rau’s) language, but likewise 
not in the sense I have heard some legal men use like 
language. As to stamp law and its future further sim- 
plification, upon this head I have just now suggested two points, 
and there may be others of hopefulness which are not within my 
present ken. If, however, I were to make a forecast, it would rather 
be in the contrary direction, and for the following. reasons, among 
others, I might name :—First, society grows more and more complex, 
and thereby its wants and transactions go on increasing, and the 
latter, if not creating absolutely new instruments, is likely to create 
new or altered stamp duties. Secondly, we already have been 
favoured with several Stamp Acts since the Consolidation Act of 
1870, although I would not gainsay the suggestion (if it were made) 
that some of these fresh Acts are auxiliary to, rather than disturbing 
of, the chief Act. Still they have come, making the Stamp Acts now 
several, and I fear it is not improbable for us to have more, and of a 
a less inoffensive character. This probability to be found in the follow- 
ing cause (beyond that I have above first named and others)—namely, 
that (I quote from ‘‘ Dowell,” page 14):—‘‘In this country, Chan- 
cellors of the Exchequer are inundated with \ propositions for taxation 
from private persons;” and while Mr. Dowell says that rarely indeed 
are these proposals of practival utility, and that Sir Robert Peel 
designated most of them as pitiful propositions, yet I have reason to 
know that Chancellors of the Exchequer have sometimes adopted 
outside propositions which they should have rejected, and I dwelt 
upon this subject in a short series of letters you printed in the 
Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL of about 1862. 


The last reason I will name as going against the hope of future 
Stamp Acts being simple and unambiguous is, that which they suffer in 
common with other statutes, the ‘‘ tinkering” they not uently 


undergo in committee. The question of the removal of last- 
named cause has often been debated (there is writing upon it in your 
own back volumes), but the adoption of means for such removal 
would appear to be about as hopeful as it has been any time these 
twenty years past. oe 

I have now to state the grounds for my opinion that Stamp Acts 
(of Revenue) have special claim for being rendered and preserved as 
easy of interpretation and application as may be. First—to put this 
by way of proposition—the stamp tax is likely to be a more permanent 
tax than (say) the other two of the three chief sources of revenue, 
these two being the Customs and Excise ; this proposition being thus 
founded :—‘ Stamp duties” (I again quote from Mr. Dowell, page 
124), “‘if moderate in amount, imposed by clear enactments, and ac- 
companied by reasonable enactments, are an easy method of 
revenue. . . . The tax is easy to collect, and the cost is small, 





work treats by a perusal of it, 





and to which I may add, that the stamp tax least directly affects 
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commerce and ordinary trade, and for these reasons (and others that 
suggest themselves to me) the stamp tax, of the three chief ones, is, | 
it seems to me, likely to be the most enduring. The ease and small- 
ness of cost of collection are really by reason that the profession and 
the public are largely the collectors and payers-in of the stamp tax. 
Further (and not forgetting the modern provision of “‘ adjudication,” 
but which I endeavoured to show in my third letter can have but a 
limited application) they, the profession and public, largely have 
imposed upon them the assessment of the duties, chiefly, of course, the 
profession, with ‘‘deeds and other instruments,” which, of the 
several items of duties, yield much the larger amount ; and when this 
labour has been gone through (not to dwell upon the legal knowledge 
required) and, in a given case, with all desire to fully satisfy the 
Revenue, yet it may be found an insufficient duty has been paid, 
either from a venial slip, or the intricacy of the assessment ; and so, 
if (the defectively stamped instrument) not affecting the title to (with 
articles of commerce we should say, ownership of) the property, yet 
presents for a time at least an obstacle to its transfer. 

To contrast this case of ‘‘stamps” above put with that of the 
Customs and (much of) the Excise duties, admitting, as of course, 
that they more directly affect commerce and trade, yet the duties are 
assessed (and paid) largely in bulk; chiefly by officials, and collected 

y the latter; and when the respective subjects of tax have 
been (officially) ‘* cleared,” I believe I am correct in saying that no 
question of duty can thereafter arise upon them. 

To conclude. Beginning this series of letters off-hand, and with no 
settled purpose as to their precise form and matter, I am afraid they 
are somewhat desultory. But, as you have deemed them not 
unworthy of space, I hope those of your readers who have favoured 
them with perusal have found them not wholly uninstructive and 
uninteresting. VERITAS. 





*,* To CoRRESPONDENTS.—CRUCIFER.—See Wheelwright v. Walker 
(31 W. R. 363, L. R. 23 Ch. D. 752). 








A writer in the Scottish Law Review for January says :—‘‘ The state of 
business in the Parliament House is anything but flourishing. The lack 
of cases, and the superfluity of men to do the work, which comes in more 
slowly every day, are equally noticeable. Since the month of August, 
about 420 cases have been called. One-third of these were not contested, 
and distributing the remaining 280 among 140 or 150 members of the bar 
would give an average of only about two cases to each.”’ 


The author of an article in the St. James’s Gazette says :—‘‘ I doubt at 
this moment if there is any man [at the bar] who is really making more 
than £20,000 a year. It is within my knowledge that the late Mr. Ben- 
jamin considered it a very good average year when he had cleared £15,000. 
Bat there are men at present, without mentioning names, who certainly 
make more than did Mr. Benjamin. . . . I dare say there may be five- 
and-twenty counsel who are clearing from £10,000 to £20,000 a year.” 

Mr. Home, county court registrar at Swansea, writes to the Daily News 
with reference to an application in the Queen’s Bench Division relating to 
@ case in the Pontypridd County Court, in which the judge left the court 
and directed the hearing to proceed in his absence before the jury alone : 
—* It is unfortunate that it was not known to the counsel engaged, and 
was therefore not brought to the knowledge of the Divisional Court which 
heard the application for a new trial, that the case is simply one of illness 
—~ nervous caused by prolonged insomnia. The interest and 
pleasure which Judge Williams felt in his work led him to attempt to 

his duties at a time when he was temporarily unfitted to con- 
tinue t and it is only within the last few days that he has been in- 
duced to take the rest and change of which he stands in need.”’ 


On Wednesday the Lord Chancellor received a deputation from the 
Associated Chambers of Commerce, who urged the Government to 
yey & Royal Commission to inquire into the expediency of the codifica- 

of the commercial law. The Lord Chancellor said that there was 
more difficulty about the matter than the deputation seemed to anti- 

i . There were certain subjects comprehended under the general 

of commercial law which, from their nature, admitted of being 

to 4 system without difficulty, such as bills of exchange and | 

i notes; and the law of merchant shipping was practically codi- 

as well as the law of bankruptcy and joint stock companies. 

But to take other questions, such as the oe of contracts and 
agency, there would be great difficulty in cdifying such sub- 
jects. An attempt had been made to codify the criminal procedure 
of the country, but it was difficult, with so many lawyers in the 
House, to get wmch «2 bill through Those gentlemen thought 
they had wmething to say worth hearing, and, considering the 
time at the diepoeal of the Government, it seemed almost impossible to do 
anything in the matter. At the same time, private members might 
attempt the codification of the law of ineurance, for instance, which 
admitted of being dealt with, but the larger scheme advocated by the 
deputation wes nt feasible. With regard to the inconvenience felt by 
the conflict A Lnglish and Beotch law, as Bcootchmen were very tenacious 
A their own eyetem, any change had better originate in Beotland, 
The Government would oo ae willing to consider any well-considered 
scheme lor dealing with codification in detail, but not on bloc ws proposed. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


Lunacy—Creatine Caarce on Lunatic’s Reat Estate—JvurisDiction— 
Lunacy Recunation Act, 1853, s. 118.—In a case of In re Vavasour, before 
the Court of Lunacy on the 23rd inst., a question arose as to the juris- 
diction of the court to create a charge upon real estate of a lunatic. The 
lunatic was tenant for life of the H. estate, and tenant in tail in possession 
of the D. estate. The committee had expended £229 in repairs and 
alterations on part of the H. estate, and he had expended £16 on the D. 
estate, and the master had certified that the committee ought to be 
reimbursed this expenditure. It was proposed to raise the amount by 
means of a charge on the D. estate. The Court (Corron, Bowgn, and 
Fry, L.JJ.) held that there was no jurisdiction, under section 118 of the 
Lunacy Regulation Act, 1853, to charge the money expended on the H. 
estate upon the D. estate, and that only the £16 expended on the D, 
estate could be charged on it.—Counsen, Chadwyck-Healey ; Ingle Joyce, 
Soxricrrors, Gadsden & Treherne ; Harting ¢ Son. 


Rartway Company—Sraturory Powrers—‘‘ Unperrinninec.’’—In a case 
of Stevens v. The Metropolitan District Railway Company, before the Court of 
Appeal on the 19th inst., a question arose as to the exercise by a railway 
company of their statutory powers. The company’s special Act provided 
that, whereas in order to avoid injury to houses, cellars, and buildings 
within 100 feet of the railway it might be necessary to underpin or other- 
wise strengthen the same, the ag od might at their own costs underpin or 
otherwise strengthen any such house, cellar, or building on giving at 
least ten days’ notice to the owner, lessee, or occupier, and that the com- 
pany should be liable to compensate the owner, &c., for any inconvenience, 
loss, or damage which might result by reason of the exercise of the powers 
thus granted. On the 3rd of December, 1883, the company served the 
plaintiffs with notice to treat for the stables at the back of their premises. 
On the 23rd of December, 1883, the plaintiffs served the company with a 
counter-notice, requiring them to take the whole of the premises. On the 
30th of January, 1884, the company served the plaintiffs with notice that a 
warrant would be issued to summon a jury to ascertain the purchase-money 
and compensation payable by the company for the part of the property 
comprised in the notice to treat. An injunction was granted by Chitty, 
J., restraining the company from taking any part of the property unless 
and until they were willing to take the whole. The company then 
withdrew their notice to treat, and slightly altered the intended direction 
of their line so as just to avoid the plaintiffs’ property, leaving the stables 
standing on the very boundary. e company then excavated under the 
stables, and built a concrete wall for the purpose of underpinning them, 
the wall thus built extending four feet or more within the plaintiffs’ 
boundary. They afterwards built another concrete wall nine inches thick 
on their own land, immediately ae the first wall, and forming in 
fact one wall with it. The plaintiffs thereupon applied for a sequestration 
against the Fae we on the ground that they had committed a contempt 
of court by disobeying the injunction. Chitty, J.,was of opinion that the 
company, under colour of exercising their statutory power to underpin the 
stables, had really built a retaining wall, which was necessary for the 
purposes of their railway, for their own benefit, and that they had thereby 
committed a breach of the injunction. His lordship made a declaration to 
that effect, and ordered the company to pay the costs of the 
application. The Court of Appeal (Baccatuay, Bowen, and Fry, 
L.JJ.) reversed the decision. Baaoattay, L.J., said that if the com- 
pany had merely done what they were authorized to do by their 
Act, the fact that the work served the double purpose of underpinning 
the stables and acting as a retaining wall for the railway did not, in his 
opinion, make any difference. He could not entertain any doubt that the 
underpinning was an absolute necessity, and that the use as a retaining wall 
was a merely accidental result. The company had done what they had a per- 
fect right to do, and had not committed any breach of the injunction, 
Bowen, L.J., said that everything which had been done by the company had 
been done bond fide, and the fact that they had themselves derived benefit 
from the work was no ground for saying that they had acted illegally. The 
existence of a collateral object from which they derived benefit did not 
prevent them, so long as they acted bond fide, from doing that which was 
authorized by the Act, and for which there was a clear necessity. Fry, 


| L.J., concurred.—Counse., Macnaghten, Q.C., and G. M. Freeman ; Romer, 


QC., and 0, A, Oripps. Soxicrrons, Bazxters ¢ Co. ; Houghton § Byfield. 


R. 8. C., 1883, onn. 36, xz. 1, 3, 6—Paactice—Monr or Tatau.—On the 
18th inst. the Court of Appeal (Bacoattay, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) 
affirmed the decision of Pearson, J., in the case of Gardner v. Jay (ante, p. 
The question was whether the action was to be tried with or with- 
out a jury. The plaintiff alleged that the defendant was a trustee for her 
of a sum of £700, and that he had omeares it in“his business and refused 
to account to her. She also alleged that the defendant had wrongfully 
detained some chattels belonging to her, The plaintiff claimed a declara- 
tion that the defendant was a trustee of the £700 for her, and an account 
of the profits made by its use, She also claimed the return of the chattels 
or damages. The plaintiff took out a summons asking that the action 
might be tried with a jury, or, at any rate, that that part of it which 
related to the alleged detention of the chattels might be ried with a jury. 
Pearson, J., refused the application, holding that, though the second cause 
of action (that in detinue) was not one of the causes of action which are 
assigned to the Chancery Division, yetthe plaintiff, having combined it witha 
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cause of action which was assigned to that division, had no absolute right 
toajury. Baccattay, L.J., said that it would be inconvenient if a 

tiff by merely tacking on a simple common law demand to an action 
properly brought in the Chancery Division could acquire a right to a trial 
with a jury, and thus add enormously to the expense. The plaintiff had 
selected her own forum. Bowen, L.J., said that the appeal was from the 







SDICTION— 








pour, before exercise of a discretion by the judge, and such appeals ought not to be 
the juris. brought except in clear cases. The action was clearly one of those 
atic.” The assigned by section 34 of the Judicature Act, 1873, to the Chancery Divi- 
| possession sion. It claimed the execution of a trust, though it asked for something 
pairs and else. Rule 3 of order 36 applied: the action must be tried without a jury, 
| on the D. unless the — could satisfy the judge that it ought to be tried with a 
aight to be jury. In determining whether the action should be tried with a jury the 
amount by judge ought not to be limited to the paper pleadings, but was at liberty 
OWEN, and to find out what the real cause of action was. Inthe present case nothing 
118 of the beyond the pleadings was before the court, and the only reason alleged for 
on the H. differing from Pearson, J., was that a claim for detinue was added to the 
on the D, claim for the execution of a trust. Rule 3 er the judge an absolute dis- 
Ingle Joyce cretion to decide whether such an action should be tried with ajury. Of 
i course, the discretion must be exercised according to reason. When a 
discretion of this kind was given to the judge every word which was said 
by the court to indicate the groove in which the discretion should run 
~In a case added to the difficulty, and tended to fetter the exercise of the discretion, 
e Court of though the rule did not. Any rule laid down by a judge as to the exercise 
&@ railway of the discretion was not a rule of law. The judge must consider the 
; provided advantages and disadvantages of the different modes of trial, and then 
buildings apply that consideration to the particular facts of the case. His lordship 
or other. saw no reason for differing from Pearson, J. Fry, L.J., said that the 
nderpin or action was not the less one of those assigned to the Chancery Division 
giving at because another cause of action, not one of those so assigned, was added 
‘the com. to it.—Counset, Higgins, Q.C., and Beddall ; Cookson, Q.C., and Speed. 
venience, Souscrrors, Longeroft ¢; Wade ; Taylor, Hoare, §¢ Co. 
he powers 
erved t: 
prt has Company — WINDING vup—JuRtspicTIoN —CuHarTERED CorPoRATION— 
ny with a Companies Act, 1862.—In a case of In re The Oriental Bank Corporation, 
. On the before the Court of Appeal on the 17th inst., the question arose whether 
ice that a the court has jurisdiction, under the Companies Act, 1862, to wind up a 
se-money es incorporated by Royal Charter. ere was a question as to the 
property liability of the shareholders under the charter. The company was in- 
y Chitty, corporated in 1851 by letters patent under the Act 1 Vict. c. 73, by the 
ty unless 4th section of which it was provided that the letters ¢ granted under 
ny then the Act might make the shareholders individually liable for the debts and 
direction engagements of the company to such extent as should be declared by the 
e stables letters patent. The company’s charter provided that, on the winding up 
nder the of the affairs of the company, the proprietors for the time being of any 
ag them interest or share in the capital thereof should be liable to contribute to 
laintiffs’ the payment of the debts and liabilities of the com: to the extent of 
nes thick twice the amount of their subscribed shares; and, Farther, that, ‘‘in all 
ming in cases in which shares in the corporation stock are transferred, the respon- 
estration sibility of the original bolder of the transferred shares shall continue for 
ontempt six calendar months after the date of the transfer.” One question was 
that the whether the expression “‘ original holder”’ referred to those persons only 
in the who took their shares as original allottees direct from the-company, or 
or the whether it meant the immediate former holder with reference to the 
thereby particular transferee. Chitty, J., held that the words “ original holder ’”’ 
ation to were confined to original allottees. The third question arose thus. The 
of the charter provided expressly for the winding up of the co tion in the 
l Fry, following events—viz., if there should be a loss of one- of the capital 
> com. actually > ree (in which case power — to the shareholders, if 
y their they should think fit, at any annual gen meeting or special general 
pinning meeting, to cause the affairs of the corporation to be wound up, and the 
in his company to be dissclved), and in the event of the revocation of the 
hat the powers and a contained in the charter (power being expressly 
ng wall reserved to the Crown to revoke the charter on the breach of any of its 
1a per- provisions by the corporation), the property of the tion was to be 
nction, converted into money, and the debts and liabilities and satisfied in 
ny had due course, and the corporation dissolved ; and also, by inference, upon 
benefit the determination, without prolongation, of the term of twenty-one years 
. The for which the charter was originally granted. The question was whether 
id not the provision as to the double ty of the shareholders ‘‘ on the 
sh was up of the affairs of the corporation’’ applied at all to a winding up under 
Fry, the Companies Act, 1862—whether it was not limited to the cases of 
Romer, winding up expressly referred to in the charter, and, consequently, 
held. whether any shareholder (the shares hav been fully paid up) was e 
to contribute anything to the payment of the debts of the corporation. 
This question, and the question of the jurisdiction, were not raised before 
In the Laos" J. The Court of Ap (Bae@attay, Bowry, and Fry, 
L.JJ.) L.JJ.) held that there was jurisdiction to wind up the com x 
nte, Dp. and that the provision as to the double liability of the - 
with. holders applied to any winding up, and they reversed the decision 
or her of Chitty, J., holding that the term “ holder’? meant 
fused the transferor on the occasion of the transfer. @oaLLAY, LJ, said 
zfully that, at the time when the charter was granted, in ted companies 
slara- were liable to be wound up under the visions of the winding-u 
count statutes then in force. Prior to the Act of 1837, there was no power o 
attels enforcing personal liability on the part of individual members of the 
ction corporation, The Act of 1844 (7 & 8 Viot, o, 111 — conferred upon 
which the Court of Chancery the power of winding wp C) of companies 
jury. either created py charter or tered under the provisions of the Joint 
cause Stock Companies Act, 1844 (7 & 8 Viot. o, 110); and although 
h are companies were not included in the provisions of cap. 110, it was provid 





ithe 





by cap. 118 of the same session that banking companies (of more than 






six persons) should be deemed to be trading companies within the Wind- 
ing-up Act (cap. 111). Then came the Act of 1948 (11 & 12 Vict. c. 45), 
which explained and modified, and to some extent extended, the powers 
of the former Winding-up Act. Therefore, at the time of granting the - 
charter of this corporation in 1851, there was full power to wind upa 
company of this description. And, by the Companies Act, 1862, one | 
regard to sections 199, 180, 183, it was clear that companies incorpora’ 
by Royal Charter were capable of being and wound up under 
the provisions of that Act. The clause imposed the double li ty 
on the shareholders contained no restriction as to any mode of 
ee eee any particular statute or charter. words were of 


ham ; Romer, Q.C., and Northmore Lawrence ; 
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Company—Winpixe vup—Set-orr or Damaces cunDER INDEPENDENT 
Contract—Prionrry—Mvurvat Deatrsc—Banxrvrtoy Act, 1869, s. 39.— 
In the case of In re The Asphaltic Wood Pavement Company (Limited), before 
the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 17th inst., a question arose as to the 
right of set-off in the liquidation of the company. 1875 anc 
1882 the ae had entered into several contracts with the 
Commissioners of Sewers for the paving of certain streets, among others 
of Queen Victoria-street. The contract in respect of that street was 
made on the 22nd of September, 1882, and the company thereby agreed 
to pave the street and to keep it in repair for a period of 
that, if the commissioners should give notice to that effect, the compan 
should keep the street in repair for fifteen 
contract contained a term, which was 
whenever, according to the terms of the be 
due from the contractors to the commissioners, either for damages, or 

t 
t 
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work under a previous clause, or otherwise, the commissioners migh 
either sue the contractors for such money, yet thereof, or migh 
** deduct and set off the same, or any part from or against an 
money’’ which might then be, or t thereafter become, payable by 
the commissioners to the contractors. November, 1882, the company, 
to secure a debt, gave to Messrs. Lee & Chapman, timber merchants, a 
charge upon all their interest in the contract. Notice of the charge 
given to the commissioners. Shortly afterwards, i 


: 
i 
i 
BE 


of Queen Victoria-street was finished, the y presented a petition 
for a winding-up order, and Messrs. Lee & proved for the 
amount of their debt, mentioning their security i - The 


in 

unfinished work on Queen Victoria-street was completed i 

under the direction of the court. After the winding up, the commissioners 
ve formal notice to the company to repair the road for fifteen 
e commissioners then clai in the liquidation, to set off against 
peeled 9 percent nay Aimy ee Myr ley aa oe Sag 
fulfilment of the contract to keep Queen Victoria-street in repair 
fifteen years, and also damages accrued for anticipated under 
contracts. In these circumstances, V.C. 
missioners were not entitled to the set-off; but he @ an opinion 
that, if there was a failure made by the contractors, there would be 
a clear right on the part of the in of 
they had sustained under of the contracts, to 


bal of that should be applied in 
ouvert Mesars. Lee & Chapman (see 


in 
32 W. D. 
624). The commissioners , pee appeal it was that the 
appellants were entitled to seaotl tates tae theme ea ween Gaiieeeae 
to all the contracts, and also under section 39 
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Horton Smith, Q.C., and C. H. Terner, Sourcrrons, Hulse, Tristram, ¢ Q. ; 
W. H. Smith '§ Sen; B. A, Baylis, 
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Trade-marks, before Chitty, J., on the 20th inst., a motion was made by 
the Comptroller-General of Patents, &c., to discharge an order made on 
an ex parte application for the insertion on the register of trade-marks, in 
respect of the identical registered marks, entries to the effect that the user 
of each of such marks was restricted by an agreement entered into by the 
two owners. Theagreement itself provided not only for user of the mark by 
either party in certain localities only, but also for its user in a particu- 
lar way (see 33 W. R. 148). It was objected on behalf of the comp- 
troller that any such entry would violate the Patents, &c., Act, 1883, ss. 
85, 87, proscribing the registration of trusts, and that it also gave notice 
and necessitated further search. It was, moreover, an attempt to divide 
the trade-mark, and was vicious, in that it published no notice of 
whst the agreement was. No objection, however, was offered to the 
respondents obtaining an order for such entries on the register 
as were ordered in Jn re Rabone Brothers & Co. (Sebastian’s Digest, 
643). Currry, J., said that the order as made was erroneous, and was 
properly objected to as being against the principles of the legislation on 
this subject. The register was to be keptclean. To insert an agreement 
which could not be found except after search would be a departure of a 
violent kind from the Act. The order would be varied by allowing it 
to go as in In re Rabone Brothers ¢ Co., directing mutual undertakings to 
be entered on the register, limiting the user to locality.—CovunseL, 
Sir F. Herschell, QC., &.G., and Stirling ; Romer, Q.C., and 8. Hail. 
Soxictrors, Solicitors to the Board of Trade; Hutchinson & McKenna, 





Practice—Costs—Parties sEvertnc.—In the case of In re Lyall, Lyall 
v. Fraser, before Chitty, J., on the 16th inst., a question arose in an adminis- 
tration action as to whether trustees, who had severed in their defences and 
appeared separately, were entitled to more than one set of costs. The 
trustees were the widow of the testator, who was also tenant for life, and 
three other persons. The widow and one of the other trustees were 
represented by one firm of solicitors, and the two remaining trustees by 
another firm of solicitors. Currry, J., said that the general rule was thata 
tenant for life who was also a trustee was entitled to appear separately. 
Consequently two sets of costs would be allowed.—Cotnset, Macnaghten, 


Q.C., and Davenport ; Romer, Q.C., and Warrington ; Whitehorne, Q.C., 
and Chubb. Sortcrrorns, Ochme & Summerhays; Toogood; Ramsden § 
Austin. 
— 
Arrorstuest oF New Treerers—Trvstezrs or Separate Part or 


Prorerty— Coxveranctxc Act, 1882, s. 5.—In a case of In ve Paine’s 
Trusts, before Pearson, J., on the 21st inst., the question was as to the 
effect of section 5 of the Conveyancing Act, 1882, which provides that, ‘‘ on 
an sppointment of new trustees, a separate set of trustees may be 
5 map for any part of the trust property held on trusts distinct from 

ose relating to any other part or parts of the trust property, or, if only 
one trustee was originally appointed, then one separate trustee may be 
so inted for the first-mentioned part.’”’ In Hood and Challis on 
the Conveyancing Acts (2nd ed.), p. 237, it is said, ‘‘It would appear 
from the words ‘on an appointment of new trustees’ that an appomtment 


of separate trustees of a separate part cannot be made for the mere | 


pu of abstracting that part from the custody of existing trustees, 
who are allowed to remain in custody of the residue. 
Clear that, if a new appointment should be made where there are continu- 
ing trustees, the latter could retire from, or be deprived of, their trust as 
toa of the property.” In the present case, one of two trustees of a 
vill died before the testator, and a petition was presented asking for 
the appointment of two new trustees of the will, so far as related toa 
particular estate, the trusts of which were distinct from those of the 
remainder of the trust property, in substitution for the deccased trustee, 
to act in conjunction with the existing trustee. The above passage from 
Hood and Challis was cited, but Pzanson, J., said that he could see no 
difficulty in making the proposed appointment.—CounszeL, Freeman ; C. 
Comyns Tucker. Soricrtons, Senior, Attree, & Johnson. 


2 





Serrizuest—Coxerevcrios—Utrimate Trust von Next or Kix o1 
Wurr—Kzat asp Peusoxar Herate.—in a case of Brigg v. Brigg, betore 
Pearson, J., om the 19th inst., the question was as to the construction of 


the ultimate trust for the next of kin of the wife contained in a marriage | 


settlement. By the deed certain persona) estate of the wife was settled, 
the ultimate trust being for the next of kin of the wife, *‘ of her own 
Wlood and family, in due course of distribution, the rame as if she had 
died 2 fom wis intestate possessed thereof or entitled thereto.” The deed 
contamne’ 2 covenant to settle after-acquired property of the wife, real 
and , “ upon the like trusts, intents, and purposes as are herein- 
before Geclared concerning” the property of the wife which was com- 
ineG im the ecttiement. During the coverture the wife became entitled 

» wme real cetate. In the events which happened the ultimate trusts of 
the wifes property came into operation. At the time of her death 
her next of kin were firet cousins, some of them being of the half- 
Wood. Persxvson, J., held that the cousins of the half-blood were entitled 
as well ax those of the whole blood, and that the next of kin were entitled 
to the perwonal extate, and the heir-at-law of the wife to the real estate. 
He was A opinion that the governing intention of the ultimate trust was 
that the wile’s property should go as it would have done if she had not 
been married. owner, Languorthy ; Cookwm, G.C., Waggett, and L, 
Kurd ; Enoritt, OL., et Nort ; Cone Mardy, 2C., ana Dru, Borwci- 
toms, Paterum, Sue, | Vo.; Johnum & Weatheralls; Bennett, Dawson, 4 





Nor is it | 








Witt—Construction—Two Girts To sAME Person—Conprrion or Szgp. 
yvIcE—CONDITION WHETHER APPLICABLE TO BoTH Girts.—In the case of In gy 
Lake, Thorpe v. Lake, which came before Kay, J., on the 20th inst., a question 
arose upon the following bequest :—‘‘If my servant, F. T., in my 
service at my death, I give to her the sum of £10 for her mourning, and] 
also give her, in acknowledgment of her faithful and attentive services, an 
annuity of £30 during her life.” F. T. was not in the service of the 
testatrix on her death. Kay, J., said that the legatee ought to have the 
benefit of the doubt, and that she was entitled tothe annuity. If the words 
had been, ‘‘and in addition,’’ his lordship might have come to an 
opposite conclusion, because those words had always been held to mean 
that the second legacy was subject to the condition attached to the 
first, and was treated as an accretion to the first. But here there were 
new words of gift. In the case of the gift of mourning the condition of 
service was essential, but that was not so in the case of the annuity, which 
was for a past consideration. Moreover, it would be absurd to treat an 
annuity of £30 as an accretion to a gift of £10.—Counszt, 7. L. Wilkinson ; 
J. Beaumont, and H. Lake. Sourcrrors, Farlow § Jackson ; Lake, Beaumont, ¢ 
Lake. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 


BANKRUPTCY—REPUTED OWNERSHIP—ORDER AND Du1spostr1ioN—TRapp 
Cvstom—Letrine or Furnrrure—Banxrvuptcy Act, 1883, s. 44—Br111 or 
Sate—RecistRaTion—TransFER—Br11s or Sate Act, 1878, ss. 4, 8, 10, 
— In a case of Ex parte Turquand, before the Court of Appeal, No.1, on the 
20th inst., one question was as to the operation of a trade custom with regard 
to the reputed ownership clause, and there was another question as to 
registration under the Bills of Sale Act. In February, 1881, D., an hotel- 
keeper, executed a bill of sale of his furniture in the hotel to E. by way 
of mortgage to secure £6,000, and the deed was duly registered. In 
November, 1881, E. assigned to P. the mortgage debt (less £500) and the 
furniture, subject to D.’s equity of redemption, and shortly afterwards P. 
deposited the bill of sale and the transfer with his bankers, together with 
a memorandum of deposit by way of equitable mortgage to secure 
£16,000. The memorandum was not registered as a bill of sale. 
In 1882 P. acquired D.’s interest in the hotel, and his equity of redemp- 
tion under the bill of sale. P. then carried on the business of the hotel 
until he became bankrupt in 1884. The trustee in the bankruptcy claimed 
the furniture, on the ground that it was, at the commencement of the 
bankruptcy, im the order and disposition of the bankrupt as reputed 
owner with the consent of the bankers, and also on the ground that it 
should have been registered under the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, as being an 
agreement in equity by which a right to personal chattels was conferred. 
Cave, J., held, on the authority of Crawcour v. Salter (26 Soxtcrrors’ 
| JourRNAL, 525, L. R. 18 Ch. D. 30), that the custom of hotel-keepers 
| hiring furniture is so notorious as to exclude any reputation of the ownership 
| by an hotel-keeper of the furniture in his hotel ; and that the memoran- 
| dum of deposit with the bankers was ‘‘a transfer or assignment of a 
| registered bill of sale,’’ and was therefore, by section 10 ofthe Bills of Sale 
| Act, 1878, excepted from the necessity of registration. The Court of 
| Appeal (Lord Serzornz, C., Brert, M:R., and Livviry, L.JJ.) 
| affirmed the decision on both grounds. it was argued that the 
trade custom had no operation except in a case in which the goods in 
question were in the possession of the bankrupt in accordance with the 
| custom—i.¢., in the case of furniture, when it was, in fact, hired by the 
bankrupt, and not to a case in which the goods were really the bankrupt’s 
own property, subject to a mortgage. Jt was also argued that the memo- 
randum of it with the bankers was not a transfer or assignment, be- 
cause it was an equitable mortgage by which a new equity of redemption was 
created. Lord Szeinonnez, C., that when a notorious custom was proved 
to exist in a particular trade, the effect of it was that everyone who knew 
the custom knew that the articles to which the custom was applicable in 
the place where the trade was being carried on might or might not be the 
| property of the person carrying on the trade, and with respect to all the 
| articles within the scope of the custom the doctrine of reputed ownership 

was absolutely excluded. The custom proved in Crawoour v. Salter must be 
prima facie taken to apply to all the furniture of an hotel of whatever 
kind, The effect of the custom was to give notice to all who knew it, or 
to whom the knowledge of it must be imputed in law, that articles of fur- 
niture in the possession of an hotel-keeper were not presumptively his prop- 
| erty. A person having that knowledge has no right to say that there was 
reputation of ownership in respect of one thing because, in point of fact, 
| it had not been hired, and that there was no such reputation in respect of 
| another which had been hired. The reputation did not apply to particular 
articles one way or another, and where there was such a known custom as 
to exclude the preeumption of ownership, any person giving credit to the 
person who was carrying on the business, on the supposition that 
the things belonged to him, did so at his own risk. If he were to 
ask any question it would be, ‘‘ Are those goods your own?’ and 
not ‘Upon what terms do you holdthem?” and any title of anyone 
elxe would be enough to take the particular afticles out of the reputed 
ownership clause, when the articles in the place of business generally 
were not subject to it, As tothe other point, the document by which the 
bankers acquired their title was not a dealing with the specific goods, but 
merely an equitable assignment or transfer of an existing security on 
goods, to which the title was constituted by the then registered bill of 
wile, ‘Therefore section 10 of the Act applied, Buwrr, M.R., said that 
the custom for hotel-keepers to hire the furniture of their hotels was #0 
notorious that it need not now be proved, and the custom applied to 
everything which was necessary for the furnishing of an hotel for the ur- 
» Oh qarrying it on as an hotel, It applied, not only to furniture 
n the strictest sense of the word, but to such things alwo as crockery and 
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glass. The result was that the mere fact that furniture was found in an 
hotel, and used by the proprietor for the purposes of the hotel, did not 
prove that they were in his possession as reputed owner. As to the other 
point, his lordship thought that the memorandum of deposit was not a 
pill of sale within section 4 of the Act. But if it was, it was expressly 
excluded by section 10. Lrivpiry, L.J., concurred.—Counsen, Cooper 
Willis, Q.C., and J. E. Linklater ; Macnaghten, Q.0., and Vaughan Hawkins. 
Soxicrrors, Linklater, Hackwood, § Co. ; Farrer, Ouvry, § Co. 





Banxruprcoy—Proor—JupGment Dest—Evinence—Proor or Con- 
SIDERATION.—In a case of Ex parte Anderson, before the Court of Appeal, 
No. 1, on the 13th inst., a question arose as to the right of proof in 
bakery cn, of a judgment debt.. The fiat in bankruptcy had 
issued in September, 1842. The bankrupt had attained twenty-one in 
July, 1841. He died in December, 1872. In 1878 some assets accrued to 
the estate. In October, 1884, a proof was tendered by-the executrix of a 
person who had died in 1870. He had never attempted to prove during 
his life. The only evidence of the alleged debt was an entry (of which a 
certified copy was produced from the Public Record Office) in the entry-book 
of judgments of the Court of Exchequer for Michaelmas Term, 1841, by 
which it onpeneed that a judgment for the amount claimed had been, on 
the 4th of January, 1842, recovered by the testator against the ee 
There was also something in the entry to show that the action was founded 
on a bill of exchange accepted by the bankrupt. The executrix knew nothing 
of the circumstances, and neither the original judgment nor the bill of 
exchange could be found. Mr, Registrar Pepys declined to admit the 
proof, and the Court of Appeal (Brerr, M.R., and Corron and LinpLey, 
L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Brerr, M.R., said that he could not go the 
length of saying, as had been contended by the counsel for the assignees, 
that, if no evidence of a debt was given but a judgment for the amount, 
the proof must be at once rejected, and that it was the duty of the 
claimant to prove the consideration for the judgment debt. If there 
were no suspicious circumstances, the judgment was as good evidence of 
the debt as possible. On the other hand, it could not be said that the 
judgment was conclusive evidence of a debt, unless the trustee could 
prove that there was no consideration. The rule in bankruptcy was this. 
A judgment was primd facie evidence of a debt ; but if there were circum- 
stances which cast suspicion on the judgment or on the debt upon which 
it was founded, the court was entitled to call on the claimant to prove 
the consideration. It would be wrong to compel the trustee to disprove 
the consideration, for he could not have the means of doing so. In the 
present case there were circumstances of great suspicion, and the 
claimant was bound to prove the consideration for the judgment. This 
she had entirely failed to do, and the proof was rightly rejected. Corron, 
L.J., said that a judgment could not be disregarded if there were no 
circumstances of suspicion; it was primd facie evidence of adebt. But 
in bankruptcy the rights of the other creditors of the bankrupt had to be 
considered. A judgment might have been submitted to by the bankrupt 
without any good ground, and this ought not to be allowed to prejudice 
the rights of his other creditors in the bankruptcy. Lryviry, L.J., con- 
curred.—Covunsex, Cooper Willis, Q.C., and Sidney Woolf; Winslow, Q.C., 
and Yate Lee, Soxscrrors, J. R. Chidley ; Still § Son. 





THE RAILWAY COMMISSION.* 


Dec. 8, 9, 10, 12, 1884; Jan. 20, 1885.—Kempson and others v. Great 
Western Railway Company. 


Terminal services and charges—Station accommodation—Loading and 
unloading —Cartage— The Regulation of Railways Act, 1873 
(36 & 37 Vict. c. 48), s. 15. 

The special Acts of a railway company enacted that it should be lawful 
for them to demand, in addition to the maximum mileage rates for the 
conveyance of goods, ‘‘a reasonable sum for loading, unloading, and 
covering, and the delivery and colfection of goods, and other services 
incidental to the business of a carrier, where such services respectively 
shall be performed by the company, and warehousing, wharfage, and any 
other extraordinary services which may be reasonably and properly per- 
formed by the company in relation to such goods.”’ 

The railway company’s actual charge was considerably more than the 
mileage rate came to, and the excess was alle to be the company’s 
charge for (1) loading and unloading; (2) station accommodation ; (3) 
shunting and placing wagons in tion for loading and unloading, 
including use of junctions and expenses of working the same, and also 
haulage of the loaded wagons to oe where they were picked up by the 
train ; (4) advising applicants of the receipt of each consignment at the 
sending station to the applicant's order, and asking for their instructions, 
with incidental clerkage, stationery, and stamps; (5) weighing, checking, 
clerkage, watching, and labelling at sending station; (6) advising the 
applicants at ther request of the arrival of their goods at the receiving 
station consigned there to their order, with clerkage, stationery, ond 
stamps; (7) clerkago, checking, and watching at the receiving station. 

The services (2), (8), (4), (5), 6), and " were services for which they 
claimed to be authorived to charge, either generally, or as part of the 
expense of loading and mouse: 

Jpon an application to the Railway Commissioners under section 15 of 
the Regulation of Railways Act, 1873, to decide what were reasonable 
sums, if any, to be charged for auch terminal services in respect of the 
applicants’ trafiic, 





_ ene eg —~ 


* Reported by W, H. Macnamana, Eaq,, Barrister-at-.Law, 


Held, that the services (2), (3), (5), (6), and (7) were services incidental to 
conveyance, and were not services for which a charge could be made under 
the clause above set out. 
Held, also, that the legal meaning in the special Acts of railway com- 
panies of the words “‘ load” and “unload” is no other than the sense in 
which they are used in ordinary English, and that the words are not 
applicable to things which have their own proper words to describe them. 
Held, that the words, ‘‘ except a reasonable sum for loading, unloading, 
and covering, and the delivery and collection of goods, and other services 
incidental to the business of a carrier,’’ did not mean a carrier by railway, 
but a carrier who collected and delivered goods, and carted from door to 
door, and that the word ‘‘incidental” did not refer to the terminal 
services above set out, which are performed by a railway company, but 
rather to such subsidiary i according to the nature of a 
carrier’s ap ae sae ay i 
icati oo Se Noo sama, fo be paid, $e railway company 
for performing the services (1) of loading ing iron rods cut into 
lengths and rolled round a cylinder, two feet or so in , into coils, 
which weighed about 2 cwt. each, and of which fifty or sixty made a load 
for a truck, it was proved that the senders and receivers of the goods 
employed their own carts, and their carters put the carts by the sid? of the 
trucks, and assisted in the work of loading and unloading, the company’s 
porters performing the larger share of the work. The Commissioners 
found that the cost to the company at the sending station was 4d. a ton, 
and at the receiving station 4d. a ton, and 
Held, that taking this cost, with an addition for profit, a reasonable 
charge for such assistance in loading and unloading respectively was 5d. a 


ton. 
Held, that (5) checking was a service not properly embraced in the 
| —_ loading, and which should not be seamen as part of the expense of 
oading. 

Held, as to the service numbered (4), that as it was proved to be a service 
only occasionally requiring to be rendered, it ought not to be taken into 
account in fixing the amount of a general rate, and that only those for 
whom things have to be done out of the usual course should bear the 
reasonable charge that may be made for the doing of them. 

The railway company also carried the above-mentioned goods of the 
applicants at a carted rate of so much a ton, of which 2s. was for 
delivery in Birmingham. The varying distances of the carting district, which 
had a radius of 1} miles, were treated alike as regards 
charge, the railway company having adopted the principle of a fixed 
uniform charge in concert with the other railway companies having 
stations at Birmingham. Upon complaint by the applicants that. they 
ought to pay 1s., and not 2s., for ecartage, their works being tiree- 
quarters of a mile from the station, 

Held, that a uniformity of for this service was for the benefit of 
the public, and that the sum of 2s, a ton for delivery in Birmi was 
not an unreasonable amount considered as an average charge applicable 
——— an area with pee 1} miles. 

. A. Hunter appeared e a ts. 

The Attorney-General, Webster, Q.C., and R. S. Wright, for the Great 
Western Railway Company. 

Solicitors for the a ts, Neish § Howeil. 

Solicitor for the defendants, R. R. Nelsen. 





Nov. 20—29, 1884; Jan. 5, 29, 1885.—Hell € Ca v. The Leadon, 
Brighton, and South Coast Railway Company. 
Terminal charges and services—Order to distinguish in book of rates 
and distances—The Regulation of Railways Act 1873 (36 & ST 
Vict. o. 48), ss. 14, 15. 


An order under section 14 of the Regulation of Act, 1873, will 
be made only as to which are being age, way Donce Bope 
the time of the application. Even if the di oe the maxi- 
mum charge which a railway may be entitled to make for con- 
veyance and the amount actually is small, the railway company 
will be ordered to distinguish how that difference is made up. The 
Gaim a right to make in 
connection with each of service rendered mast be shown. 

A railway company were authorized by their special Act to charge rates 
not exceeding stated sums per ton per mile, being ‘* the maximum rate of 
charges to be made by the company for the conveyance of animals and 
goods, including the tolls, for the use of their railways and wagons or 


trucks, and for locomotive power, and every other incidental to 
such conveyance, except a reasonable sum for » coveriag, and 
unl of Conte OF Reis, tereitnnt Staties SS Wash, Goes, One Se Eeey 
and ¢ tion, and any other service incidental to ny 


a 
a carrier, where such services or any of them are or is performed 


The railway company’s actual change was considerably 
mileage rate came to, and the excess was alleged to be the company’s 
. ») 


charge for-—(1) 1 . or assistance ia, and supervision of, > @ 
covering and waco » and use of sheets; () wei . 
clerkage, watching, these services being rendered for the 
benefit of the applicants; (4) ial haulage, and empty 
wagons for loading—the outward > of the f& ders 


greatly in excess of the inward traffic, wagons are collected and conveyed 
empty — fo station oo often from eet gg 
(5) use © COMMpPARY's Wagons company's premises wa 

ee of the applicants ; and (6) use of station, accommodation, and 
dings. 





The Commrssronsas held, that the word “‘comverdmee” in the adore 
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the purpose of being forwarded to the moment of delivery at the termina- 
tion of the journey, and that the words ‘everything incidental to con- 
veyance ’ comprised station accommodation and services, and that those 
ber therefore, expenses the payment for which was included in the rate, 

ee one — and were not expenses for which the maximum 


mata, that the a ‘covering’ in the clause above set out included 
not only the labour of unfolding and making fast the sheets over a loaded 
wagon, but also the use of the sheets. 

Held, that “‘ weighing, clerkage, watching, and labelling ” were services 
incidental to conveyance, and were covered 7 the maximum rate, because 
a railway company that carried goods contracted to take proper care of 
them in their passage, and to make a right delivery of them, and being 
ee tae  ceanaes i te oe carriage according to 

and tonnage, it finds it necessary, in its own interests, to check, 
ory label, and watch, and to write out way-bills, mvoices, and 
accounts. 

Held, that unless a company 1s put to some special expense in supply- 
ing wagons, the rate ought not to be increased on account of it, for the 
use of wagons for beg a rate is payment involves a delivery of them for 
use in an ordinary wa 

Littler, Q.C., and W. A. Hunter, appeared for the applicants. 

H. Saunders, 'Q. C., ¢. ¢. Macrae, and J. Macdonell, for the railway com- 
PeRolicitor for the applicants, Godden 8. Hare. 

Solicitors for the defendants, Norton, Rose, Norton, ¢ Co. 





MANCHESTER CITY SESSIONS. 
(Before H. W. West, Esq., Q.C., M.P.). 
Feb. 16.—Reg. v. Collier and another. 


In this case the prisoners were charged with stealing handkerchiefs. 

MecKeand appeared for the defence of both. 

On the close of counsel’s address to the jury, and before summing up, 
the learned recorder, evidently referring to some remarks of counsel 
during the defence, asked the prisoners whether they had anything they 
desired to say to the jury ; an opportunity of which one of them availed 


The Recorper, in addressing the said that there was a strange 

— pat throughout the Soantae? (and he had even read it expressed 

 ourt could ot that when a prisoner employed counsel to defend him, 

give audience to such counsel, the prisoner’s mouth 

rhe he said, in a country like England, so noted for the 

Sills justice, was a most atrocious idea. It was wholly 

in course of any proceedi whether before the magis- 

trates or elsewhere, the court was always ready and willing to hear the 

prisoner’s own explanation of the matter in question, whether he employed 
counsel to make statements and urge points for him or not. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. WILLIAM RADCLIFFE WILSON. 


Mr. William Radcliffe Wilson, solicitor “ the firm of Scholey, Wilson, 
& Leatham), of Wakefield and Pontefract, died at his residence at the 
former place, on the 13th inst., aftera short ‘liness. Mr. Wilson was 
born in 1834. He was admitted a solicitor in 1848, and he formerly 
tised at Malton. About the year 1867 he removed to Wakefield, where 
he became a member of the firm of es Wilson, & North. He was, 
at the time of his death, in partnership with Mr. Claude 
eta alina anon clerk t the West magistrates at Wakefield, and 
oxy the firm having offices at both Wakefield 
Mr. Wilson had been, for pnb five years, clerk to the 
Wakefield Board of f Guardians, Assessment School Attend- 

and Rural Sanitary Authority, and he was super- 
registrar for the Wakefield District death is universally 


MR. WILLIAM CHATHAM. 


Mz. William Chatham, solicitor, died at Hull, on the 16th inst., at the 
age of seventy-three. Mr. Chatham was born in 1411. He was admitted 
a silicitor in 1425, and he had fad m, ude toa ran? 
where be had an extensive is death, 

with his ae ‘Mr John Parke Chatham. who 

& solicitor in 1444. Mr. Chatham hed held several important 
moat He was lor many weber ghad Sculcoates s+ neal 
Assceemnent S, eu tendent or 
District. He was also clerk wo the satis for the 
division A Scrath porary muastn, Se hs Kast Riding of Yorkshire. He 
A Siice A high constable for South Hunsley 

. Chatham was the dest member of the Hull Incorporated 








The ayplication by Mr. Chaflers, 2 report of which we extracted 
Heghetrar 


clause must be understood as taking in the whole course of the company’s 
work as a railway carrier, from its acceptance of goods brought to it for 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Lord Justice Bowen has been elected Visitor of Balliol College, Oxford, 


Mr. ALFRED Witu1am Rawson, solicitor, of Horsham and Crawley, 
has been elected Coroner for the Horsham Division of the County of 
Sussex, on the resignation of his partner, Mr. Arthur Reid Bortock. Mr. 
Rawlison was admitted a solicitor in 1873. 


Mr. Autrre> Spencer Tuursrrerp, solicitor, of Birmiagham and 
Kidderminster, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths 
in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Freperick Rozert Brooxe Watton, of the Central Probate and 
Divorce Registry of the High Court of Justice, has been appointed District 
Probate Registrar for the ewsbury District, in succession to the late 
Mr. William Cope. 


Mr. Arcureatp Nicox1s, barrister, has been appointed Secre to the 
Trish Loan Fund Board, in succession to the late Mr. Patrick James 
Smyth. Mr. Nicoll was called to the bar in Ireland in 1858. He has 
practised on the Home Circuit. 


Mr. Frepericx Gasxeit Line, solicitor, of Framlingham, has been 
= Clerk to the Framlingham Burial Board. Mr. Ling was 
itted a solicitor in 1873. 


Mr. Craupz Hurst Perse, solicitor, of Launceston, has been elected 
Town Clerk of that borough, on the resignation of his father, Mr. Richard 
Peter. Mr. OC. H. Peter is clerk to the Launceston Burial Board. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1875. 


Mr. Tuomas AnrHony Woopsr1ncz, — of 13, Clifford’s-inn, and 
of Brentford, has been elected Chairman of the Improvements Committee 
in the Court of Common Council. Mr. Woodbridge was admitted a 
solicitor in 1861. He is a common councilman for the Ward of Farring- 
don Without. 


Mr. Joun Teaynzr, advocate, has been a ap inted a Judge of the Court 
of Session in Scotland, on the resignation of Lord Deas. Mr. Trayner was 
admitted a member of the Faculty of Advocates at Edinburgh in 1858. 
He has been for several years sheriff of Forfarshire. 


Mr. Joun Gwynne James, solicitor (of the firm of James & Bodenham), 
of Hereford, has been elected an Alderman for that borough. Mr. James 
is the son of Mr. Philip Turner James, of Hereford, and he is brother to 
the present Attorney-General. He was admitted a solicitor in 1845, and 
he is clerk to the county magistrates at Hereford, and to the Com- 
missioners of Taxes. His partner, Mr. Frederick Bodenham, is clerk of 
the peace for the borough. 


Mr. Witu1am Mansrretp Garprner, of Uxbridge, and 9, John-street, 
Adelphi, W.C., solicitor, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. Mr. Gardiner was admitted a 
solicitor in 1875. 






DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, ETC. 


Cuantzes Henny Lovetz, deceased, Tuomas Joun Pirrreip, and Water 
Lovett (Lovell, Son, & Pitfield), solicitors, 3 and 4, Gray’ s-inn-square, 


Middlesex, as the said Walter Lovell. Sept. 1. The said Thomas 
John Pitfield William Lovell will in future carry on the said business 
under the same style. [ Gazette, Feb. 20.] 


Ausert Sr. Pavi and Ronert Epriner (St. Paul & Edridge), solicitors, 
11, Staple-inn, Middlesex. Feb. 14. [ Gazette, Feb. 24.] 
Mr. vip MeO. Evans, of 35, Eastcheap, solicitor, has admitted. into 


C. Wiiraip BLaxtanp, a member of the late firm of 
Jones, Blexland, & Son, of Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS, 
Feb. 12.—Bills Read a Second Time. 


~ irre, Enfranchisement ; Waterworks Clauses Act (1847) Amend- 
ment, 


Bill in Committee, 
Redistribution. 








COURT _ PAPERS. . 


SUPREME COURT ¢ OF JUDICATURK. 
Rora Oy REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. in ie Avmagt Couns V. O. Bacon. Mr, Justice 
m., Mar, : Mr, Mr. mer Mr, Jackson Mr, Toondale 
TT ose +» 





from the Times, was for an order that the 
Ms. Chafers 2 certificate tn the current year, 





tol Inet amen 
of Bolicttors do flan 


~@eoee 
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a jee eal 
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Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cc ; Norra. PEARSON. 
» Mar.....00 eacseces Mr. Ki " . 
fone 2:3 *e “ie a 
Wednesday . 4 Koe Pugh King 
Thi : 5 Clowes Lavie Merivale 
6 Koe Fing 
7 Clowes Lavie Merivale 
COMPANIES. 
WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Jornt Srock Companrzs. 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Crown PUBLISHING CoMP. aw, LIMFERD.- —Petition for i eu presented Feb 
el oatal > Ge haaed balens Pearson, J., on Saturday b 28. Hilberys, 
South sq, Gray’s inn, solicitors for the peti 


ition: 
CrowN PUBLISHING COMPANY, LIMITED. =Petition tw. a up, poenpated Feb 


19, directed to be heard before Pearson, J., Son, Old 
Jewry chs,» solicitors for the petitioners 
MAINDY STEEL Works, LiMiTED geen for winding up, proqented Feb 19, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on March7. Behrend, B nrpea 
solicitor for the petitioner 
OXFORDSHIRE IRONSTONE COMPANY, LIMITED.—Pearson, J La ER 
ei —_ a Francis Cooper, 14, George st, Mansion 
7 
[ Gasette, Feb. 20.] 
F.iaGsTaFF District SILVER MINING Compras, Lr1Tep. Coote are paved, 
on or before oar 17, to send their names and addresses, and th 
their debts r claims, to Frederick Witney 8, Old Ji 4 Tuesday April s 
at 2, is a + te for noaeiag and adjudica’ ang a the debts and 
GEORGE DROVER AND CoMPANY, LIMITED.— by an 


° J 
er . pointed William Russell Crowe, 30, Bakay: row, Cannon st, to be melee 
e place of John aad Freke Aylmer 
—Petition for winding up, 


“ +4 EASTERN ” Sup COMPANY Lae. 

tivo: Feb 21, directed to be heard before Chi 7,3, on Saturday, March 7. 
regory and Co, ‘Bedford row, solicitors for ie 

WELLS AND Co, LuwtTED.—Creditors are required, cn of before March 27, to send 
their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, to 
Walter Samuel Oxborrow, 57, Cheapside. apm April 18, at 11, is appointed 
for hearing and adjudicating’ upon the debts an d claims 

[ Gazette, Feb. 24.) 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Lioyp GENERALE ITALIANO.—Petition P win up, presented Feb 19, directed 
to be heard before Pearson, J., on Feb 28. Stokes and Co, Great St Helens, 
solicitors for the petitioners 
| Gazette, Feb. 20.) 


BANBURY AND CHELTENHAM Direct Rattway Company.—Creditors are required, 
on or before March 16, to send their names and addresses, and the culars 
of the debts or claims, to Mr Walter Webb, 28, Queen Victoria st. Tuesday, 
March 24 at 3, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


claims 
[ Gazette, Feb. 24.) 
CouUNTY PALATINE OF  — 
LIMITED IN CHAN 

SAMUEL CHARLTON AND COMPANY, LIMITED. Petition for visting up, presented 
Feb 19, directed to be heard before the Vice-Chancellor at St George’s Hall, 
chveapeel, on ane, March 2 at 10.30. Bullock, , solicitor for the 
netitioner 

WIGAN SPINNING CoMPANY, LIMITED.—By mn enters made by the View Chaneaies, 
dated Feb 10, it was ordered that the vebanes be 


winding up e com) 
continued. ther, Liverpool, agent for Wright ar ph igan, 
solicitors for the petitioners 
(Gazette, Feb. 20.) 


Frrenpty Socretres Disso.vep. 
BEEHIVE LODGE OF THE PHILANTHROPIC ORDER OF TRUE IvonrTES, ST. Davin’s 
Unity, Dock Tavern, Briton Ferry, Giemorgen. Feb 18 
Harmonic Lopas, 14, NOBLE ORDER OF FEMALE D Tron Unity, FRIENDLY 
Socrety, Eagle and Child Inn, Billinge, Tanta. 
S anette, Feb. 20.) 
FrrenpDLY Socrery, Fox in the Terrace Inn, Hyde Park terrace, Milnow rd, 
Rochdale, Jan 22 


N&wW FRIENDLY SOcrIerTy, Aather Ine, Anchor rd, Longton, Stafford. Feb 20 
WYRLEY FRIENDLY Society, Swan Inn, Great Wyrley, a Feb ». b. 04.) 








CREDITORS’ " CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


ay aare, Witt1am Hast, Colchester, Tobacconist. Mar 18. Harvey v Ablitt, 
Shitty, J. Howard, Colchester 
Hatet Epwarp, Telntwardine, Hereford, Gent, Mar 17. Woollard v Halsey, 


, Manchester District. pour and 
Harris, AMOS Hows, St Skeld ® { es Morvor Mecha. Mar 15. Wilkinson 


v Lay,” Pearson, J. M Mar ir. 
N, CHARLES, Shoe Manufacturer. Mar Barnsley 
Union f Bank v Rollinson, Ohi insu a 





Taomas, DawTet, Jui Jen, Cont Carton, GG Glam< ery Owner. Mar 12. 
a 
Woop, Ataeanonn Gnsy 3 A roe, Melee Tecritory, South Australia, 
Police Trooper, July 9. Trindor v wiWeon. Kay, J. Romer, St Helen's place 
| @asette, Feb. 17.) 
HAMMOND, Mary ANN, New Oxford st. March 14, Poynter v Wilson, Pearson, 
J. gy 


ry 
HAWKINS, ANNE M ny hag March 14, Woodhead vy Carnochan, Pearson, 
Carnochan, Orowls 


MARKWIOK, H@NRY Opppzme Typdridge, Kea sev govellen, March 16, Tucker v 
Macdonald, Bacon, ¥ Paddison me Boy! 
Papen, Bi Ema ik Moony Bator, March 18, Penruddooke vy Penruddocke, Bacon, 
xoter 
ey Kasox. March 97. Branch v Reynolds, Chitty, J 
OlOnes 

Aucan woMAS ROLAND, Boxley, Kent, March 14, Walkor v Walker, Kay, J. 
or, Easox at, Strand 
(G@asetie, Feb, 20.) 





Wrr11M, Chipperfield, Herts. March 21. Bucks and Oxon Union Bank- 


Nas v Lines, Bacon, V.C. 
Mapors, JASE “opting yt ay. 3 » nsenans Sewtes Mauntastuser. 
a oY x, Tinea ~~ March 23. Holdswerth v Mees Bacon, V.C. 

[Gasette, Feb. 24.3 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


i Hetenwa MARGARETTA, Chase Bank, Southgate. March i4. Neish 
rainfint. Bank, Southgate, Esq. March 14. Neish and Howell, 


BaDDILE, 5 np eansteapetomeeye techs March 30. Loxley 
d Morley, Cheapside 
WiitiaM, Little Hulton, Lancaster, Innkeeper. March 7. Balshaw, 


BLENKARN, THO: Crown st, Soho, Builder. March?. Jones, New Oxford st 
SEES, See, Wingmore rd, Herne Hill. March 10. Armstrong, Chancery 


CATTELL, SAMUEL, Daventry, Northampton, Builder. May1. Burton and Wil- 
ac Ls 
CHIRM, cage geeragraenene tes March 2. Newey, 
ay Lay Bavin apt Degas, Merete 
ya TH a ee ee 
ovis, cas Ha Brooke, 5 


to Vera acon mx, Dunsiwe foal vat = 
| Beare kia ANNE, okingham, erchant, May 6 Seainforta, Liverpool 


East. wasuak taide dc hina a ee March 10. Marsh, 
Fen ct, Fenchurch st 
JOHN GREEN, Prebend st, Islington, Hat Manufacturer. March 16. Norris. 


a= ‘and Howel 


var ihe UGY OHARLUTTE, & Lindfield, Sussex. March 3i. Clutton 
olin a Re Gut, eS. Hinde and Manchester 


it. March 25. Williams, 


ap ac ¥ +, Farmer. Feb 28. Knowles, Burley 
terfiel a ” Dns 
HaswWELu, ELEanor, Gatesh: Durham. March 21. Dixons, Gateshead 
es Highs Hon JosEPH saan, We House, Oxford. March 23. 
Lawrence 


New sq. Lincoln’s inn 
and Co, sq 


, Smallware Dealer. March 3i. Diggies and 


Tanner, Wimborne Minster, Dorset 
Maxson, WinL1aM, Yealand Conyers, nr Cornforth, Lancaster, Gent. March 3i. 


ag ao Great Yarmouth. March 19. Copeman and Cadge, Loddon, 
fgnous, vous, Loughborough rd, Brixton. March 1. Greenop and Sons, 
Onstow, Rev CHARLES, Holt, Wimborne Minster, Dorset. March 14. Tanner, 
panain Mant, Gio ang a yy Api t” Hand, 

Siowpaas, santa, Weston super Mare, . Rascombe and Co, 


my aMEs LEGasIck, Farringdon st. April 7. Eeerve ond Sons, Giltspur st 
3A Te ‘Mar 35. Welsh and Sons, Man- 


TstLEy, Joux Hompnneys, Rock Ferry, Chester, Cashier. Mar 10. Thornely 
and Cameron, Liverpool 
Wond Lender, St Paul's GMWGRVSEd Tn) geass Feb & Ptaunkett 
SMUND, Lymington, Hants, Retired Captain. Mar 20. Moore and 
[ Ganetie, Feb. 10.) 
Ageee, Sr Games Assemn, Devonshire pl, Portland pl. April 3 Speed, 
ATEINGON. ROWLAND Wutt1aM, Wallingford, Berks, Solicitor. Feb 23. Slade, 


Walli 

Botan Jon, Cornwall tor Regent's Poy Boy. March Rivington snd Son 
Ee Set Aan March ©. Tathams and 
Dx’ Sanat, Hgnry, Gresham st, Solicitor, April 10. Micklem and Co, 
Enwonnecw, Jans, Windermere, Westmoreland, Engraver. March 3. Banks, 


March 13. Halse and Co, 
Go Waltahaven ss Engineer. 


Barnett and Gilmore, Bristol 


" aland ings, Stox Heary, Furnival's inn, 


Hvrenrvson, Witrtam Jonnson Dawson, pottengien, Quagu. 
tage June, Auesperetr Gaencs oneness March 1. James 
Kennett, Vincent Faepgrrcx, Dorchester, Oxon. March Si. Hollams and Oo, 
orn YD, BF ViNoRNT, Syra, Groves, Retired British Consul March 14 Lang 
AL rates Well Kent. March 2 Cripps and Son, Tandridge 
Dims, Jounre Jommeen Milfield lane, Highgate, Bsq. J.P. March S1. Rivinge- 
Upper Holloway, Gentioman, March 

2. Hortin, Bdgware ri, park 
DIDDLESFORD, St Michael's, Agores, Gentleman, April & 
st, Warwick eq. March ®& Tathams 
Baq. March 3)... Rivington and Sea, 


eymouth. March i. Sparks and Blake, Crewkerne 


‘On Louaiageen 


Surra, ELEANOR, 
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Cypreme, Cuimorse, Tarrant Keynston, Dorset. April 4. Johns and Traill, 
TARGETT, WILLIAM, Bath, Retired Florist. March 25. Burne and Rooke, Bath 
James, Yate, Gloucester, Innkeeper. March 23. Trenfield, Chipping 


Sodbu 
Tyner, Mancaner, Aintree, Lancaster. March 1. Bullen, Liverpool 
[ Gazette, Feb. 18.] 


Becuer, EvizaneTH SusANNAH, Southwell, Nottingham. April 2. Crust and 
Co, Beverley 
Boron, s Epwarp, Leeds, Accountant. Marchi7. Ford and Warren, 


Braman, Rey HENRY SALKELD, Liverpool, Clerk. March 31. Evans and Co, 


Liverpool 
Brown, CHARLEs Pump, Kildare gdns, Esq. March 23. Lewis and Sons, Wil- 
Aug 30. Pierpoint and Lock, Pall 


April 1, 


m Sq 

Carty, ELLEN Louise, Brixton rd, Surrey. 
Mall 

Sturt, Ironmonger 


me 
Catrirs, Harry Wotre, Osborne Villas, West Tottenham, Solicitor. March 
2%. Hayward, King st 
CuiFFE, Fayny, Birmingham. March 16. Cliffe, North st, Ryecroft, Walsall 
Coizs, Grorce, Saint Julian’s rd, Streatham, Esq. April 9. Baileys and Co, 
April 13. 


ers st 

CRAFTER, ARTHUR EDMUND, Angel ct, Throgmorton st, Stock Broker. 
Vanderpump, Gray’s-inn-square 

DaRLiInG, SaRaH, Trimdon Grange House, Durham. March 21. Todd and 
Harrison, West Hartlepool 

sx Rev Henny James, Kirk Langley, Derby. March 25. Barber and Co, 

rby 

First, Taomas, Buxton, Derby, Draper. April 4. 

GRAHAM, ADOLPHUS FREDEEICE, Liverpool, Surgeon. 
Co, Liverpool : 

Haste, Joux, Derby, Gent. March 25. Eddowes, Derby 

Hoorer, Hgnry Hancock, South Lambeth rd, Collector of Her Majesty’s Cus- 
toms. i 13. Andrew and Co, Gt James st, Bedford row 

LaNYOx, Trelill, Wendron, Cornwall, Yeoman. March 9, 
Helston 

Major, WitLiaM Jousx. Warwick st, Blackfriars rd, Chair Maker. 
Miller and Co, Copthall ct 

NEWooME, GEORGE, Aldershot, Southampton, Esq. April 15. 
and Co, Bedford row 

Oxrosy, Rosa Saran, Brunswick ter, Camberwell. 
John st, Bedford row 

D, Mantua FowLer, Winsham, Somerset 


CaTTLEY, Henry, West Brighton, Sussex, Esq. 


Bennett and Co Buxton 
May 1. Whitley and 


Tyacke, 
March 7 
Collyer-Bristow 

March 18. 
March 20. 


Futvoye and Co, 

Clarke and Lukin, 
Char< 

Sexrox, Jouw TcENEE, 


_ Romer, St Helen’s pl 
Ssarn, Epwarp, Mansfield Woodhouse, Nottingham, Grocer. March 26. Alcock, 


_ Mansfield 
Sroxes, Toomas, Measham, Derby, Gent. April 6. Smithand Mammatt, Ashby- 
_ de-la-Zouch 
— a Langford, Bedfordshire, Market Gardener. March 2. 
ore 

Tuompsoxs, Sauver, Long March 10. Mossop and 
wn , Long Butgon m 

ADE. CHARLFS atfield, Broad Oak, Essex, Surgeon. March 25. Gush and 

Co. Finsbury circus ; ; 2 
Wartsos, JouN, Mickleover, Derby,Farmer. March25. Eddowes, Derby 
Wurre, as. Spetase, Stoke Damerel, Devon, Gent. March 20. Gidley na Son, 
Ptlymouw 
W11115, GzorGz, Charford, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Gent. March 25. 
Bromsgrove 


Brompton, South Australia. July 20. Trinders and 


Gery, 


Sutton, Lincoln, Gent. 


Sanders, 


[ Gazette, Feb. 17.) 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

March 2.—Mr. H.C _NE ‘, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Frechold Estate 
vertisement, Feb. 21 
March 4.—Mesers Dz: ; XH 







see ad- | 


AM.  TEWSO w, Fanwer, & BRIpGEwaTer, at the Mart, 





at 2 pw. Poic we sent eb 21, p. 4). 
th 5. —Mr.Gz 53 at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold Property 
(see advertisezacn 4 i 





SIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 

. BIRTE THS. 

You.—Fe,. 14. at 13, 0 lonia-place, Clifton, Bristol, the wife of Charlies Edward | 
Fox, of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law. and of Bombay, of a daughter. 





Waseem. —Jan. 16, at a Nook, Reduit, Mauritius, the wife of Frederick Condé } | 


Williams, judge of the Supreme Court, of a son. 


‘ MABRIAGE,. 

Scumres—Dasvis.—Jan. 22, at Jhansi, Central Provinces, In die, by the Rev. B. 
Baswmond, Kaus und William Bowles Summers, of Rang , British Burma, 
ricitor, to Kathe: Ft Mary Warren, sixth daughter of G Ww. 
A Tre Warren, Mii rd Haven. 





I Fer H ne 

DATGARE.-Veb. 2), 2t Hastings, Jot . G. L. Daugars, barrister-at-law, 
Middle Team: je, amped Bh 

Baxrxisox ‘ at 17, Herrington-square, N W., Bicha 
heavister-ot-iew, ot brick-conrt, Tempie, aged 77 

Porxrx.—Feb 


rd Tarrant Harrison, | 





. 25, at 2), Gloucester place 4 nt Francis, second son of the 
hate © ries owls a} urker, of Greenwich and Viackheath, aged aw. H.1. P. 
PEMOLEY-—F eb. 22, at Heath Bide, Knutsford eehire, Charles Bedgicy, solicitor, 


myot th. 
eit. —¥ &. 1%, at 3, Momtecrrat-road, Pu — A Vredevick Janes mith, of 4, 
2-vourt, Lemyle, barricter-et-law, reorder ol Margate, aged 6, 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


BANKZERUPIC Es ANNULLED. 
Under the Kankruyptey Act, 1664, 
VRiway, Veh, 26, 105 
Boultiee, Lewis, Lower Belgrave ot, Viniico, Gent, Veh 4 
THE BANKBEBUVICY AUT, 19, 
Veinat, Vel). 26, tm, 
Beceivine Oxpems 


Alien, b 4 Thomas, Collinge, Yorksuire, Farmer, Yorks, Pet ¥eb 
ond ey i. Laas Mar 14 . ¥ an Pet Ve 4, 


Warren Davis, | 


Archdeacon, Isabella, Bradford, Lodging house Keeper. Bradford. Pet Feb 17; 
Ord Feb 18, Exam Mar 10 at 12 
Barbet, Edwin James, Watney st, Commercial rd, Oil and Colour_Man. High 


Court. Pet Feb 16. Ord Feb 16. Exam Mar 2% at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 

el 

Becket, Charles, Bath, Auctioneer. Bath. PetFeb16. Ord Feb 16. Exam Mar 
12 at_11.30 


St Albans. Pet Jan 23. Ord Feb 
Burnley, Pet Feb18. Ord 
Prngton. James, Leeds, Ironmonger. Leeds. Pet Feb 18. Ord Feb 18, Exam 
Mar 17 at 11 
Bryan, Thomas, Birmingham, Grocer. Birmingham. Pet Feb 17. Ord Feb 17. 
Exam Mar 16 at 2 
Corsten, James, Tonbridge Wells, out of business. Tonbridge Wells. Pet Feb 
17. Ord Febi7. Exam Mar 17 at 2.30 
Dawes, Alfred Larkin, Bournemoutb, Music Seller’s Assistant. Poole. Pet Feb 
18. Ord Feb 18, Exam Mar 18 at 2 at Townhall, Poole 
Devonshire, Daniel Wilson, King’s Lynn, Fishmonger. ping’ s Lynn. Pet Feb 18, 
Ord Feb 18. Exam Mar 13 at 12 at Court house — s Lynn 
Drury, Thomas, Leeds, Painter. Leeds. Pet Feb 17. Ord Feb 17. Exam Mar 
8at 11 
Esdaile, Robert, Newsham pk, nr Liverpool, Gent. Liverpool. Pet Feb6. Ord 
Feb 17. Exam Mar?2 ati2 at Court house, Government bldgs, Victoria st, 
Liverpool 
Evans, Thomas, Neath, Glamorganshire, Bootmaker. Neath. Pet Feb 16. Ord 
Feb 18. Exam Mar 5 at 10.30 at Townhall, Neath 
Ord Feb 17, 
Portsmouth. Pet 


Bray, Eldred, Pinner, Middlesex, Greengrocer. 
18. Exam Mar 27 

Brook, Butterworth, Padiham, Lancashire, Grocer. 
Feb 18. Exam Feb 26 


Ewbank, Mary, Gt Grimsby, Grocer. Gt Re ol Pet Feb 17. 
Exam Mar 4 at 11 at Townhall, Grimsby 

Fullford, Frederick George, Gosport, Hampshire, Builder. 
Feb 17. Ord Feb17. Exam Mar 9 

Gee, W. M., York st, St James’s sq, Wine Merchant. High Court. Pet Jan 26. 
Ord Feb 18. Exam Mar 27 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Gibbin, any John, meena, Essex, Grocer. Chelmsford. Pet Feb 18. 
Ord Feb 1 Exam Mar 9 at 

Hale, Ann 7 ane, Evesham, W Sc iatibited Dressmaker. Worcester. Pet Feb 17. 
Ord Feb 17. Exam Mar 3 at 11.30 

Harvey, Albert Henry, Romford, Essex, Collector to the Local Board of 
Health, Romford. Chelmsford. Pet Feb17. Ord Feb17. Exam Mar 9 at1 

Harwood, James, Brighton, Bootmaker. Brighton. Pet Feb 11. Ord Feb 12. 
Exam Mar 5 at 12 

Hope raft, Thomas Smith, Old Broad st, Gent. High Court. Pet Jan 30. Ord 





Feb 18.. Exam Mar 27 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Jones, Owen, Anglesey, Grocer. Bangor. Pet Feb 16. Ord Feb 16. Exam Mar 
23 at 12.30 


Laidlaw, Alexander William, Bromley, Kent, pesoutaral Implement Dealer. 
Croydon. Pet Feb18. Ord Feb 18. Exam Mar 27 
Lloyd, Jenkin, Tylorstown, nr Pontypridd, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet Feb 16. 
Ord Feb16. Exam Mar 3a 
| ey James, Yeadon, a Blacksmith. Bradford. Pet Feb 17. Ord 
"eb17. Exam Mar 6 at 12 
Messenge r, Edwin, Leicester, Tailor. Leicester. Pet Feb 16, Ord Feb 16, Exam 
ar 4 at 10 
More, Robert, Sussex pl, Onslow gardens, South Kensington, Florist. High 
g court Pet Feb 17. Ord Feb 17. Exam Mar 26 at 11 at 84, Lincoln’s inn 
e 


Muller, Adam Boleslaw, Oxford, Tutor. Oxford. Pet Feb 17. Ord Feb 17. 
Exam Mar 5 at 12 


Newton, Frank ion, Oxford, China Merchant. Oxford. Pet Feb 17. Ord Feb 17. 


Exam Mar 5 at 
Odell, "Charles Albert, Landport, Hampshire, Grocer. Pet Feb 14. 
arg 


Ord Feb 14. Exam 


Portsmouth. 





Paret, Fanelie, Clarendon sq, Camden Town, Artificial Flower Manufacturer. 
High Son. Pet Feb 17. Ord Feb 17. Exam Mar 19 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 

Penny, F. J., Williams rd, Ealing Dean, Builder. Brentford. Pet Jan 12. Ord 
Feb i0.. Exam Mar 10 at 2 

| Pickles, Joshua Anderson, Ilkley, Yorkshire, out of business. Bradford, Ord 
Feb 18. Order made under section 108. Exam Mar 10 at 12 

Plowden, Walter Raleigh, Ventnor, 1.W., Geut. Newport and Ryde. Pet Feb 
17. Ord Feb 18. Exam Mar 4 at 10 at Townhall, Ryde 

| Reay, Edward, Blackpool, Auctioneer. Preston, Pet Feb 17. Ord Feb 18. 
Exam Mar 20 

| Rees, David, Treorkey, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet Feb17. Ord 
Feb 17. Exam Mar 10 at 2 


Ress, Thomas, Swansea, Builder. Swansea. Pet Feb 16, Ord Feb 16, Exam 
ar 19 
togers, Abraham, Burton crescent, Euston rd, Jeweller. High Court. Pet Feb 
16. Ord Feb 16. Exam Mar 24 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
= der, Charles Thaddeus, Newton Abbot, Devonshire, Broker. Exeter. Pet Feb 
18. Ord Feb18. Exam Mar 12 at 11 
Ryley, Edward Charles, Gt Prescott st, Whitechapel, Registrar of County Court. 
ich Court. Pet Dec4. Ord ¥eb 12. Exain Mar 24 at 11 at 34, Lincoln's inn 
fiek 
| Sanders, W. H., Greenwich, Kent, Traveller. Ord Feb 
17. Exam Mar 14 at1 
| Shreeve, James John 
Builders. Great Yarmouth, 
Townhall, Great Yarmouth 
Stead, Jonas Turner, Bradford, Yorkshire, Plumber, 
Ord ¥eb 1s, Exam Mar 10 at 12 
Taylor, Benjamin, Rieeste, Wakefield, Corn Dealer. Waketield. 
| Ord Fe b 16. Exam Mar 
Taylor, Frederick, Wille nhall, Staffordshire, Boot Dealer. 
Feb ig, Ord Feb 16, Exam Mar 16 
| Ta aglos, Frederick, Exeter, Coach Luilder. Exeter. 
xam Mar 12 at 11 
| Taylor, Wiliam Ezra, Whiston, near Rotherham, Farmer. 
7, Ord Feb 16, Exam Mar 12 at 11.80 
| Ward, John Charles, Chepstow, Moumouthshire, Licensed Victualler. 
(Mon.) Pet Feb 14, Ord Feb 16. Exam Mar @ at 2,50 
Westaway, John, Pyrtord, Surrey, Farmer, Mingston, Surrey. Pet Feb 14, Ord 
Feb 18, Exam’ April 10 at 4 
Wicks, Matthew Thomas, Torquay, Auctioneer, 
16, Exam Mar 12 at 11 
W iikes, George Henry, Wolverhaptom, Butcher, Wolverhampton, 
Ord Feb 17, Fixar Mar 16 a 
W vode, John, _—% ur Liverpool, Taliow Ohandler, Liverpool, Vet Keb 16, 
Ord Feb 16, Exem, Mar zat 12 Court house, Government bulk tings, Victoria 
wt, Laverpool 


Greenwich. Pet Feb 2. 


tiches, and James Taylor, Gorleston, Suffolk, Boat 
Pet Feb 16. Ord Feb 16. Exam Mar 9 at 2.30 at 


Bradford. Pet Feb 18. 
Pet Feb 16. 
Wolverhampton, Pct 
Ord Feb 17, 
Pet Feb 


Pet Feb 17, 
Shefiield, 


Newport 


Ord Feb 
Pet Feb 4. 


Exeter, Pet Feb 16, 





The following amended notice ie substituted oe that published in the 
London Gagette of Feb, 1 
Distneg, ‘Thomas, Studham, Bedfordshire, Grocer, 
peri Mare hw 


aide Pot Feb 4, Ord Feb 


Ving? Mewrinas, 


| Allen, Hichard Thomas, Compton, Collingham, Yorkshire, Varmer, 
} 12.4, Official Meceiver, York 


Mar 4 at 
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18. Ord 
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»6. Ord 
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16. Ord 
Feb 17, 
th. Pet 
i Jan 26, 
Feb 18. 
Feb 17. 
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0. Ord 
m Mar 
Dealer, 
Feb 16, 
Ord 
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High 
’s inn 


eb 17. 
eb 17. 
‘eb 14. 


turer. 
coln’s 


Ord 
Ord 
; Feb 
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Ord 
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Feb 
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} inn 
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— 
= 


, John, Roydon, Essex, Blacksmith. Feb 27 at 12. Crown Hotel, Broxbourne, 


omas, Studham, Bedfordshire, Grocer. Feb 28 at1i. George Hotel, 
George o street, | Luton, 


Brown, Lausanne road, Peckham, Draper. Mar 3 at 11, 33, Carey 
street, Lincoln’s inn 

Browse, Arthur James Brock, Torquay, Tailor. Mar 8 at 11. Castle of Exeter 

Seg Wilson Brailsford, Bradford, Yorkshire, Assistant Surgeon Dentist. 
Feb 27 at 11. Official Receiver, Ivegate chbrs, Bradford 

Corsten, James, Tunbridge Wells, out of business. Mar 2 at 2.30. Messrs. 
Spence and Reeve’s Offices, Mount Pleasant, Tunb: Ww 

Cogan Ceci} Clyde, Great Queen st, Westminster. 2 at 3. 33, Carey 


In’s inn 

Dieais, serThomas Gulliford, Silverton, Devonshire, Builder. Feb 28 at 12. Castle 
of Exeter at Exeter 

Drury, Thomas, Leeds, Painter. March 2 at 12. Official Receiver, Andrew’s 
chbrs, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Elliott, Anioew, Liverpool, Draper. March 8 at 12. Official Receiver, 35, Vic- 


toria st. ool 
Field, William range, Everton, nr Liverpool, Musical Instrument Dealer. Mar 
$atil. Official Receiver, 35, Victoria st, Liv 


Pint, J opn, I Lewisham, Builder. Feb 27 at 12. “Siticial Receiver, 109, Victoria st, 


Gardiner, Walter, Liverpool, Leather Dealer. Mar3at2. Official Receiver, 35, 
Victoria st, Liverpool 

Hale, Ann J; ane, Evesham, Worcestershire, Dress Maker. Mar 3 at 10.30. Official 
Receiver, reester 

Harwood, James, Brighton, Boot Maker. Mar 2 at 12. Official Receiver, 39, Bond 

t, Brighto 

Hernog, Conrad, and Charles Wayte, Hatton garden, Musié Publishers. Mar 3 
at 11.33, Neos st, Lincoln's 

Hiam, William ohn, 0: Old Broad st, Clerk to a Stockbroker. Mar2at 12. 33, 


Carey st, Lincoln’s 

Holley, Henry Smith, ¥ Wellington st, Strand, Architect. Mar 8 at 11. Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Portagal st, Lincoln’s ‘inn fields 

a J — Shop Assistant. Feb 9% at 11. Official Receiver, St Andrew’s 
chbrs, 22, Park row, 

Huntley, William John, Compton st, Brunswick sq, Journeyman Butcher. Mar 
2at2. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Jenckeil, Francis, Bradford, Yorkshire, Tobacco Merchant. Feb 27 at 3. Official 
Receiver, Ivegate chbrs, B ‘ord 

Jones, ato Gower rd, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Feb 27 at 11.30. Official Re- 
ceiver, & Quay $ st, Carmarthen 

Juler, Miles, Gt Yarmouth, Watchmaker. Mar 9at2.15. Mr. L. Blake, South 
Quay, Gt Yarmouth 

Limon Charles, ae Staffordshire, Licensed Victualler. Feb 27 at 2. Official 
Receiver, Nelson pl, Newcastle under Lyme 

tine, comes, borough, Leicestershire, Innkeeper. Feb 27 at 3. 28, Friar 


Llo ra, Jen Jenkin lorstown, nr Pontypridd, Grocer. Mar 2 at 12. Official Receiver, 


Lagrimar, Edward, Tunstall in Holderness, Yorkshire, Farmer. Mar 9 at 11. 
all of Hull Incorporated Law Society, ‘Lincon’s inn bldgs, Bow! alley lane, 


Hall 
Lupton, James, Fenden. Forkshire, Blacksmith. Mar 2 at 11. Official Receiver, 


Ivegate chbrs, Bradfor 
» Edgar Hoy as ond Herbert George Middleton, 


esenent, William, Geor, 
meg Ag sq, Merchants. ar 5 at 2. bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 
an fields 


Bessenger, Edwin, Leicester, Tailor. es 2at38. 28, Friar lane, Leicester 


Moore, A., address unknown. Mar 3a 83, Carey st, Lincoln’s 

Muller, = Boleslaw, Oxford, Tutor, “‘\i'sat 11.30. Official "Receiver, 1, St 
Aldate st, Oxford 

Newton, Frank Edgar, Oxford, China Merchant. Mar 3at38. Official Receiver, 
1, St Aldate st, Oxford 

Paxton, Thomas Henry, Northampton, Shoemaker. Mar 4 at 12 at County 
Court WG, Gracec , Northampton 

Ryece, © , Gracechurch st, Timber Merchant. Mar 3 at 12.30 at 33, Carey st 

coln’s in 


ea Glamorganshire, Grocer. Mar 2at3. Official’ Receiver, 
erthyr 
omas, Merthyr Vale, Builder. Mar 2 at 11 at 6, Rutland st, Swansea 
Ryder, Charles Thaddeus, Newton Abbot, Devonshire, Broker. Mar 4at 3 at 
38, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn ffelds 
Sharman, John Edward, Birkbeck rd, Kin ngaend, Builder. Mar 2? at 1 at Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Portu st, Lincoln’s inn 
Ty or, Benjamin, akefield, Corn Dealer. Feb 27 at 2. Official Receiver, 
outhgate abe. Wakefield 
Taylor, Frederick, Exeter, Coachbuilder. Mar 8 at 3. Official Receiver, 13, 
iford cirous, Exeter 
Taylor, Frederick, Willenhall, Staffordshire, Boot Dealer. Mar @at 11, Official 
ver, Wolverhampton 
Vallentin, Oscar Ferdinand, Northup bertend, aie, Fenchurch st, Gum Mer- 
chant. Mar 3 at 2 at 33, Carey st, Lincoln's 
Ward, John Charles, Chepstow, Pa Licensed Victualler. Mar 2 at 
Wi 30. Official Receiver, 12, Tred egar pl, Newport, Mon 
by! Matthew Thomas, Torquay, Auctioneer, Mar 2 at 2 at Union Hotel, 
Wilke Boorse Henry, Wolverhampton, Butcher. Mar 16 at 11, Official Re- 
ceiver, Wolverham on 
Williamson, Robert, Wallingfen, nr Brough, Yorkshire, out of business. Mar 9 
at 11.90 at the Hall of Hu Incorpora Law Society, Lincoln’s inn bidgs, 
Bowlalley lane, Hull 
Woods, John, Kirkdale, nr Live ool, Tallow Chandler, Mar 8at3, Official Re- 
ceiver, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool? 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in 
the London Gaxette of Feb 10, 1885, 
Townsend, Theodore Hitiott, Smaaten, oud of Leens. Mar 2at 8, Official 
Receiver, 89, Bond st, Brighto: 
The f following oneyen, paieanaate for that published in the 
40) 
Tyrrell, Gattes , Ettington, Warwic re, Farmer, Nar 2av2.90, Official Re- 
ceiver, Whitehall chbrs, Golmore row, Birmingham 
NorTicg OF Davy oh bt 9 


Tooley, Richard James, Cannock, »wndahire, tron ‘Brak oe art 4 
transfer from Watsall, Mar 3 Fess il, » at Court House, Goveram 
Victoria at, Liverpool 
ADJUDICATIC 


Bigg, John, Ro don iT? Blackamith, a Pet Feb 1 fed xe 
ee hei wn wu a on Littlehampton, Sussex, 2 

. ed 
a, Janes, Haverford vest, Tombrcheshine, no ocoupation, Pembroke Dock, 


an 3, a an’? 
Cope. Ja James, Bridlington, Yorkahive, Grocer, Scarborough, Pet Feb i1, Ord 
Cutting . George, Lowestoft, Sutfolk, Fishing Boat Owner, Great Yarmouth, 
Pot Fob a1, Ord Feb 18 


Leeda, Pet Fob ir, Oni Beb 18 


Drury, Thomas, Leeda, Painter, 


‘ 


Fullford, F: 
Feb 17. Ont Pe 17 
Gallagh: 


Gibbens, Geo: 
Feb 3. Ord Feb 17 
onathan 


rick George, Gosport, Hampshire, Builder. Portsmouth. Pet 
en, E. H., Portsea, Provision Merchant. Portsmouth. Pet Jan 15, Ord 


Stoke Prior, Worcestershire, Pump Maker. Worcester. Pet 


, Brighton, Fixture Dealer. Brighton. Pet Jan 24. Ord 
Hathorne, Alexander, Bloomsb sq. High Court. Pet Noy 11. on Feb 37 
ee James, Leeds, Sho p Assistant. Leeds. Pet Feb 14. Ord Fe 

te, Thomas, York, Pig Dealer. got. a Feb . Ord Feb 0, 
Hodeon, 4: , Bu orpe, srnigure Beale (Wid 4 


Jones, James, Feb. 
J 0 m, Anglese r. Pet Feb 16. ‘Ord Feb 16 
neg eaey, Groose. Wa Maker. Great Tous Pet Jan 28. 


Juler, ies. Great 
Lloyd, Jenkin, Tylorstown, nr Pontypridd, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet Feb 16. 


Feb 1 16 
Ord Fe) 7 
18 


Ord Feb 


Limer, Charles, Bursion, Staffordshire, Licensed Victualler. Hanley, Bursjem, 
and Tunstall. Pet Feb 13. Ord Feb 16 
Marts, ion Bh dy Surrey, house Keeper. Croydon. Pet Fab 9. 
'e 


Mines, ‘Stephen Cheltenham, Gas Fitter. Cheltenham. Pet Feb 12. Ord Feb 16 
Odell, Charles Albert, Landport, Hampshire, Grocer. Portsmouth. Pet Feb 14. 
wt oe Pope, Bristol, Harness Manufacturer. Bristol. Pet Jan 9. Ord 
Poste, wee Falsieh, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Gent. Newport and Rye. 

David, Treorkey, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet Feb17. Ord 


Taylor, Be Rati Wakefield, Corn Dealer. Wakefield. PetFeb16. Ord Feb 17 
oo pekente Wats taffordshire, Boot Dealer. Wolverhampton. Pet 
‘eb 1 e 
~% — m Froterich, Parca High st, Southwark, Hop Merchant. High 
Jan i 
Thacker, Willan, and Elisha Hatton, Brighton, Wine Merchants. Brigbton. 
Pet Jan 15. Ord '~ 16 


Williamson, Ro Wallingfen, nr Brough, Yorkshire, out of business. Kings- 
ston upon Hull. Pet Feb 13. Ord Feb 17 
oods, John, Kirkdale, nr Liverpool, Tallow Chandler. Liverpool. Pet Febié. 


Ord Feb 16 
Woolridge, Frederick, Salop, Tile Maker. Madeley. Pet Jan 29. Ord Feb 18 


Tusspay, ty a, oe 1885. 


RECEIVING 

Armstrong, Peter, Newcastle upon Tyne, Flour > Merchant. Newcastle on Tyne. 
Pet Feb 20. Ord Feb 21. Exar} Mar 3 

Ash, Frederick James, St Mary, Essex, Farmer. Rochester. Pet Feb 
18. Ord Feb 18. Exam Marat 2 


Brown, Henry Ed ve, Battersea, Licensed Victualler. = 
Court. ree ea Feb 1 ~ Exam Mar 24 at 11 at 34. Lincoln's inn Gel 


Brown, Outfitter. Windsor. t Feb19. Ord Feb 19. 
Exam March 21 at 11 

Cochrane, Edward, Gt Eastern Court. Pet 
Feb 20. Ord Feb 20. Exam Apr Cor emo 

Collets, Alteed, Leeda, Bute at Pet Feb 20. Ond Feb 30. Exam Mar 17 
at ll 


Dupear, + Alnwick, Northumberland. Boot Dealer. Newcastle on Tyne. 
Lag? se Mt pt Exam Mar 3 


Commission Agen Court. 
ORR Sad ka Baa — et eee ee ee 
Ironfounder. 


car, Gecese, Mi . St Albans. Pet 
Feb 19. Ord Feb 19. 


= ak 7 
aoetey> $ptes, Rorees. Music Hall Manager. Norwich. Pet Feb 2 Ord 
21 
ies J iixam Mar dati cashire, Tobacconist. Salford. Pet Feb 19. Ord 
e ar 4a 
Losin Sheena on the Green, N . Thrashing Marhine 
en eee Pet Feb 2t. Ord 21. Exam Mar is 
Lacey, William Randolph, Barking, Essex, Contractor. Chelmsford. Pet Feb 


21. Ord Feb2i1. Exam Mar 9 atl 
Lancaster, Charles, , ur Farmer. Northallerton. Pet 
Jan 30. Ord Feb 20. Mar 5 at 11.30 at House, N: 


orthallerten 
Lawson, James, Court. Pet Feb2i Ord 


Canning Town, Essex, Baker. 
Feb 2 Fxaia Mar 96 at 11 ag 34 Lincala's fin 
Feb 2i. Oni Reb 


Manning, O Farmer. Northamptes. Pet 
Max Nanson & © OS Baeramabary. Merchants. Court. Pet Jan 
20. Miermgnbary arenuc, Merchants, Hi 

urst, Sussex, Tailor, Brighton. Pet Feb 2. Ord Feb 2t. 


Exam 

Oddy, ud 
SEY ee March 13 ch 10 

Pring, Robert, and John Pring, Kingstov ri, Wimbieden, Builders. Kingston, 
Surrey. Pet Jan 


Jan 2. OriFeb 2. Exam April 10 at 
ae, ene, Cregeen, Boot Maker Croydon. Pet Ped & Qrd Fed 2. 
Walsall. Pet Fed 


Rhodes, Re eee Farmer. 
2 Ord Fed arch 9 at 12 
ache orsham, Coal Merchant. Brighton. Pet Fed 1 Ord 
‘eb W, 


ETE atie 
On, Gorlestan, Suffolk, Fishing Boat Owner. 
reat Y aay oa oy nC Md Fed 19, Exam March 23 at 2.20 at Town- 
hall, Great Yarmouth 


Li Blackburn, Pet Fed 21. Ord 


Beary March tae 2 Chemist, Pembroke Dock. Pet Fed 
Exam March 11 at 2 
Merchant. 


Jacob Hi affe terrace, Harrow ra, Provision 
Seen sacot Fey IN aa Hed 1 Exam Dare 24 a8 11.3) as 24, Limcobe's 


i Victualler. 





inn fiek 
Terrell, Gilbert Howerd no, Soliciter, High Court. Pee 
Jan 10, | Ord Feb Exam alu's tan fiekts 
John, ( D Manufacturer, 
vie Pet mw @at Neg 
Ne thom wat 






Oo LReca Re 


RT . Corre. 
stares, Shrews. 
iT at S Wwsdary 


Keeper. Mar 4 aad O@iedal 


‘ani, H 
via qe * 


Soatfinh, Alted 
Drives (i) 
ae x ara 
be ate AK Jan Se « 


Rr 
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Armstrong, Peter, Newcastle on Tyne, Flour Merchant. Mar 5 at 3. Official 
Receiver, County chbrs, Newcastle on Tyne 
Ash, Frederick James, St Mary, Essex, Farmer. Mar 4at12. Official Receiver, 
Eastgate, Rochester : 
Edwin James, Watney st. Commercial rd, St George’s in the East, Oil 
and Colour Man. Mar 5 at2. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
elds 
oe. Charles, Bath, Auctioneer. Mar 3 at 12.15. The White Lion Hotel, 


Brook, Butterworth, Padiham, Lancashire, Grocer. Mar 4 at 2.30. Exchange 


Hotel. Nicholas st, Burnley 
Bryan, Thomas, Birmingham, Grocer. Mar 6 at 11. Official Receiver, White- 
gham 
Mar 6 at 11. Official Receiver, 22, Park row, 


hall chbrs, Colmore row, Birmin 

—,. Alfred, Leeds, Painter. 

Cutforth, Edwin, Chalfont St Peter’s, Bucks, Draper. Mar 4 at3. Official Re- 
ceiver, 109, Victoria st, Westminster 

Dawes, Alfred Larkin, Bournemouth, Music Seller’s Assistant. Mar 4 at1. Offi- 
cial Receiver, City chbrs, Salisbury ‘ 

Dupear, John, Alnwick, Northumberland, Boot Dealer. Mar 14 at 11. Official 
Receiver, County chbrs, Newcastle on Ty 


yne 
Evans, a Neath, Glamorganshire, Bootmaker. Mar 4 at 12. The Castle 


Hotel, Neat 
Ewbank, Mary, Gt Grimsby, Grocer. Mar 4at2. Official Receiver, Haven st, 
Gt Grimsby 
Forme, Herbert, Brighton, Gentleman. Mar5at2. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
) 
Receiver, 166, Queen st, Portsea 
Fyfe, W. Neilson. Cheapside, London. Mar5 at11. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Gaylard, Charles, Blue Cross st, Leicester sq, Saddler. Mar 5 at 12.30. 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 
year, George, Markyate Street, Herefordshire, Ironfounder. Mar 5 at 3. 
Official Receiver, Park st West, Luton 
Grove, William, jun, Maesteg, Glamorganshire, Draper. Mar 18 at 12. Official 
ver, 2, Bute crescent, Cardiff 


Harvey, Albert Henry, Romford, Essex, Collector to the Local Board of Health, | 


Romford. Mar 10 at1i. County Court, Romford 

Haughton, John, Salford, Lancashire, Tobacconist. Mar 4 at 11.30. Courthouse, 
Encombe ei Salford 

Hexamer, Elizabeth, Edgware rd, Baker. Mar 6 at 3. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 

Jones, James, Cardiff, Furniture Dealer. Official Receiver, 2, Bute 
crescent, Cardiff 

Jones, Owen, Anglesey, Grocer. 


Mar 13 at 11. 
Mar 4at2. Queen’s Head Café, Bangor 

33, Carey st, 
in’s inn 


Lavy Isaac, St Stephen’s rd, Bow, Iron Merchant. Mar 6 at 2. 
co 
M 


acKean, Alexander, Cannon st, Machinery Merchant. Maréati1. Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Marlet, Everard Henry Jean, Buckingham palace rd, Fancy Goods Dealer. Mar 6 | 


atii. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln's inn fields 


Meseing, Give, Potterspury, Northamptonshire, Farmer. Mar 5 at 11. County | 


Court bldgs, Northampton 
Odell, Charles Albert, Landport, Hampshire, Grocer. Mar 9 at 11. 
Receiver, 166. Queen st, Portsea 
x ae. Huddersfield, Cabinetmaker. Maré6ati!. Official Receiver, New 
st, Huddersfield 
Pickles, Joshua Anderson, Ilkley, Yorkshire, out of business. 
Official Receiver, Ivegate chbrs, Bradford 
Plowden, Walter Raleigh, Ventnor, Gentleman. Mar 3 at 2. 
merce, 145, Cheapside 
P le, Robert Wetwang, Wharf rd, City rd, Timber Merchant. 
mragtey buildings, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn Fields 
Preston, Job, High st, Battersea, Hay Dealer. Mar 3 at 12. 
109, Victoria st, Westminster 


, Horsham, Coal Merchant. March 3 at 2.30. Official Receiver, 


, Blackpool, Auctioneer, March 3 at 3.30. Official Receiver, 
Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 7 
odes, March 6 at 3.30. 


Jesse Cawthorne, Cannock, Staffordshire, Farmer. 

Official Receiver, Bridge st, Walsall 3 

Stead, Jonas Turner, Bradford, Journeyman Plumber. Mar 4 at 4, Official 
Receiver, Ivegate chbrs, Bradford 

Taylor, William Ezra, Whiston, nr Rotherham, Farmer. March 4 at 11. Official 

ver, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Turnpenny, William Henry, Hackney rd, Upholsterer. March 6 at 11. Bank- 
ge | buildings. Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn Fields 

Ty. ohn, Castleton, Derbyshire, Antique Oak Furniture Manufacturer. 

ar 5at 11.30. Official Receiver, County chbrs, Market place, Stockport 

Vincent, William St. Andrew, Hayward’s Heath, Sussex, Watchmaker’s Assis- 

tant. March 3ati2. Official Receiver, 39, Bond st, Brighton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Barbet, Edwin James, Watney st, Commercial rd, Oil and Colour Man. High 
fi 5" ag? dA on a = y 

rnall, Jo omas, Brigg, colnshire terinary S 20n, t Grimsby. 
pret Feb is, Ord Feb 10 By allay we F 
roug! ames, eds, Ironmonger. . Pet Febi8, Ord Feb 20 
— Nelson, Lancashire, Butcher. Burnley. Pet Feb 4. Ord 

e 


an, Thomas, Birmingham, Grocer. Birmingham. Pet Feb 17, Ord Feb 21 
ett, Alfred, Leeds, Painter. Leeds. Pet Feb 20. Ord Feb 21 
——_ Mary, Great Grimsby, Grocer, Great Grimsby. Pet Feb 17. Ord 


Mar 4 at 11. 
Chamber of Com- 
March 6 at ?. 


Official Receiver, 





| Wedmore, 


| Wood, Jerem 
| Williamson, Franc 


Gresley. Arthur, Norwich, Music Hall Manager. Norwich. Pet Feb 20. § 

eb 21 

Grime, Goonas Atkinson, Keal Cotes, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Boston. Pet 
28. Ord Feb 20 


Hall, John Draper, Leeds, Leather Merchant. Leeds. Pet Oct 30. Ord Feb 

wim hy k, Redditch, Worcestershire, Grocer. Birmingham. Pet Jan 
r eb il 

Henghee, John, Salford, Lancashire, Tobacconist. Salford. Pet Feb 19, 
eb il 


Higgins, Thomas, Kingsthorpe. Northamptonshire, Thrashing Machine F 
weletor. Northampton. Pet Feb 21. Ord Feb _ 
Hempecrecn, Edward, King’s rd, Chelsea, Builder. High Court, Pet Jan 1. 


eb 1 

> y m, William, Mark lane, Flour Factor. High Court. Pet Dec 18, 
'e 

14g, Eitan’, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Shipsmith. Liverpool. Pet Jan 26, 
e 

Lees, Thomas, Sheffield, Joiner. Sheffield. Pet Feb4. Ord Feb 19 

Parnell, James Bush, Sandown, Isle of Wight, Hotel Keeper. Newportand R; 

Pet Feb 5. Ord Feb 21 





| Payne, William. Croydon, Boot Maker. Croydon. Pet Feb 5. Ord Feb 20 


hn Henry, Chesterfield, Derbyshire, Gunpowder Merchant. Ches 


Pearce, Jo) 
field. Pet Oct 21. Ord Feb 18 


Reber. weetee, Wales, Yorkshire, Fine Art Collector. Sheffield. Pet Febj 
| 1 . 


eb 19 : 
| Smith, Arthur, Albany rd, Camberwell, Builder. High Court. Pet Jané, @ 
rd, Fiederick George, Gosport, Hampshire, Builder. Mar 9 at 11.30. Official | Feb 19 i 
—_ John, Castleton, Derbyshire, Antique Oak Furniture Manufactw 


tockport. Pet Feb19. Ord Feb 19 
Eliza, Bristol, Grocer. Bristol. Pet Feb4. Ord Feb 20 7 
Winfield, John, and Henry Gillibrand Evered, Derby, Stove Grate Manufag 
turers. enn Pet Feb2. Ord Feb 19 3 
iah, Bradford, Quarry Owner. Bradford. Pet Jan 24. Ord Feb 


ADJUDICATION A D. k 
is, and Jo! i m, Keighley, Yorkshire, Wors 
Spinners. Bradford. Adjud July 11. Annul Feb 10 





Official | 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA. 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with the excess of fat extracted. | 

The Faculty pronounce it “‘ the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible bev 6 for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixtare, it suits 
all palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
= starch, &c., and 1m REALITY Cuxaren than such 


Made instantaneously with boiling water, a ful 
to & Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoativa 4 Ls Vawiitzis the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 

In tins at ls. 64., ae 64., &c., by Chemists and 
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EDE AND SON, 


PBS MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Bene Corporation of London &¢ 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars,Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peac 


CORPORATION ROBeS, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 





“ EUROPE, 
ASIA; 


° CMON | 7a 
ne e 


LIFE & MABINE. Xp, 
Capital fully subscribed . £2,500,000 © Z/ 


Total invested Fungs, upwardsof £2,000,000 A" 
e otal annual premium income exceeds £1,000,00 
Cuizy Orrion: 19 anp 20, ComnuiLt, Lonpon, O 


ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY; 
Established 1836, 

FIRE AND LIFE. AT HOME AND ABROAD. 

Loxpom; 1, Moorgate-street, B.O, Assapzsx: % 7 
King-street. 

INCOME & FUNDS (1883) :— 
Fire Premi vrs ... ees ove ses £620,000 
Life Premiurs .., oe ove ve —:184,000 


eb. ee Oe 43,190,000 





Interest... ’ 
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